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PROCEEDINGS 


DEATH  OF  THE  LATE  JUDGE  McKINLEY. 


A«  tlie  opeDiDg  of  the  Court,  this  moroing,  Mr.  Crittenden,  the 
Attomey-Genenu  of  the  United  States,  addressed  the  Court  fts 
foUowB: — 

That  since  its  adjonmment  yveteiAay,  the  members  of  the  Bar 
and  <dScer8  of  the  Conrt  held  a  meeting  and  had  adopted  rescrfu- 
tions  expressire  of  their  high  sense  of  £e  public  and  private  worth 
of  the  Hon.  Jolm  UcKiiUe;,  lately  one  of  the  Justices  of  this 
Coart,  aBd  ttieir  df«p  regret  at  his  death.  By  the  same  meeting 
I  was  reqnested  to  present  those  resolutions  to  the  Court,  and  to 
aak  that  they  m^ht  be  entered  od  their  records,  and  I  rise  now  to 
perform  that  honored  task. 

Beside  the  private  grief  which  naturally  attend  it,  the  death  of  a 
member  of  this  Court,  which  is  the  head  of  a  great,  essential,  and 
rital  department  of  the  Government,  most  always  be  an  event  of 
pabhc  interest  and  importance. 

I  bad  the  good  fortune  to  be  acqoMDted  with  Judge  HcKinley 
from  my  earliest  manhood.  In  the  relations  of  private  life  he  waa 
frank,  hospitable,  affectionate.  In  his  manners  he  was  simple  and 
unaffected,  and  his  character  waa  uniformly  marked  with  manliness, 
intc^ty  and  honor.  Elevation  to  tiie  Bench  ot  the  Supreme  Court 
made  no  ehaoge  in  him.  His  honors  were  borne  me^y,  without 
ostentation  <^  presumption. 

He  was  a  candid,  impartial,  and  righteous  Judge.  Shrinkii^ 
from  no  responsibility,  he  waa  fearleea  in  llie  performance  of  his 
dity,  seekiti^  only  to  do  right,  and  fearing  nothing  but  to  do 
wrong. 

For  many  of  the  last  years  of  his  life  he  was  enfeebled  and 
afltieted  by  tfiaeaae,  and  his  active  usefulness  interrapted  and 
impaired;  bat  his  devotion  to  his  of&ial  duties  remained  un- 
abated, and  his  death  was  probably  hastened  by  his  last  ineffect- 
nal  attempt  at  their  performance  by  attending  the  last  term  of  this 
Conrt. 

Deatti  has  noir  set  her  seal  to  Ms  character,  making  it  unchange- 
able forever;  and,  I  Qatik,  it  may  be  truly  inscribed  upon  hia 
monnment  fliftt  as  a  private  gentleman,  and  as  a  public  magistrate, 
he  was  witlioat  fear  and  without  reproach. 

This  occasion  cannot  but  remind  na  of  other  fdllicting  lossea 
wfaich  have  recently  befallen  us.  The  present,  indeed,  has  been  a 
sad  year  for  tiie  profession  of  the  law.  In  a  few  short  months  it 
hM  been  berakved  of  its  briglttest  »nd  greatest  omwaenta.     Cl>y> 
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Webster  and  Sergeant,  have  gone  to  tlieir  immortal  rest  in  quick 
succesBion.  We  had  scarcely  returned  from  the  grave  of  one  of 
them,  till  vre  were  summoned  to  the  funeral  of  another.  Like 
bright  stars  they  Lave  sunk  below  the  horizon,  and  have  left  the 
land  in  wide-spread  gloom.  This  hall,  that  knew  them  so  well, 
shall  know  them  no  more.  Their  wisdom  has  no  utterance  now, 
and  the  voice  of  their  eloquence  shall  be  heard  here  no  more  for- 
ever. 

This  hall  itself  seems  as  tliough  it  was  sensible  of  its  loss,  and 
even  these  marble  pillars  seem  to  sympathize  as  they  stand  around 
us  like  so  many  majestic  mourners. 

But  we  will  have  consolation  in  the  remembrance  of  these  illus- 
trious men.  Their  names  will  remain  to  us,  and  be  like  a  light 
kindled  in  the  sky  to  shine  upon  us,  and  to  guide  our  course.  We 
may  hope,  too,  that  the  memory  of  them,  and  their  great  examples, 
will  create  a  virtuous  emulation  which  may  raise  up  men  worthy  to 
be  their  successors  in  the  service  of  their  country,  its  constitution 
and  its  laws.  - 

For  this  digression  and  these  allusions  to  Clay,  Webster,  and 
Sergeant,  I  hope  the  occasion  may  be  considered  as  a  sufficient 
excuse ;  and  I  will  not  trespass  by  another  word,  except  only  to 
move  that  these  resolutions,  in  relation  to  Judge  McKinley,  when 
they  shall  have  been  read  by  the  Clerk,  may  be  entered  on  the 
records  of  this  Court. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  members  of  the  Bar  and  officers  of  Uie 
Court,  held  in  the  Supreme  Court  Room  on  Tuesday,  the  7th  day 
of  December,  1852,  the  Honorable  Solomon  W.  Downs,  of  Louis- 
iana, was  caUed  to  the  Chair,  and  John  A.  Campbell,  Esquire,  of 
Alabama,  appointed  Secret&ij. 

On  motion  of  Richard  S.  Coxe,  Esquire,  it  was  resolved  that  a 
committee  of  three  gentlemen  be  appointed  by  the  Chair  to  prepare 
and  report  to  the  meeting  resolutions  on  the  occasion  of  the 
lamented  death  of  the  Honorable  John  McKinley,  one  of  the 
Associated  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

Whereupon  the  Chair  appointed  Richard  S.  Coxe,  Kaquire,  of 
theDistrict  of  Columbia,  Reverdy  Johnson,  Esquire,  of  Maryland, 
and  William  Rawle,  Eequire,  of  Pennsylvania,  to  constitute  the 
committee. 

Mr.  Coze,  on  behalf  of  the  committee,  reported  to  the  meeting 
the  following  resolutions,  which  were  unanimously  adopted : — 

Seadved.  That  among  the  afflictive  dispensations  with  which  it 
has  pleased  Almighty  God  to  visit  ns,  in  common  with  the  entire 
nation,  during  the  la«t  few  months,  we  are  especially  called  upon 
to  deplore  the  death  of  tlie  Honorable  John  McKinley,  who,  for  the 
period  of  fifteen  years,  had  filled  an  honorable  position  on  the 
Bench  of  the  Supreme  Court,  which  he  adorned  by  his  simple 
pnrity  of  character,  his  learning,  industry,  and  courtesy  of  manner. 

Resolmd,  That  this  meeting  deeply  lament  the  death  of  Judge 
McKinley.  and  will  cherish  an  aSectiouatc  remembrance  of  his 
many  virtues  and  emiueut  worth  as  a  judge,  a  patriot,  and  a  man, 
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and  that  we  will  wear  the  usual  badge  of  mourning  during  the 
residue  of  the  term. 

Regolvtfd,  That  the  Chairman  and  Secretary  of  this  meeting 
transmit  a  copy  of  these  proceedingH  to  the  family  of  the  deceased, 
and  to  assure  them  of  our  sincere  condolence  on  account  of  the 
bereavement  which  they  have  sustained. 

Resolved,  That  the  Attorney -General  be  requested  to  present 
these  proceedingH  (o  the  Court,  with  a  request  that  they  be  entered 
on  ita  minutes.  S.  W.  Downs,  Chairman. 

J.  A.  Campbell,  Secretary. 

To  which  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Taney  replied  :^ 

When  the  Court  assembled  at  the  last  term,  one  of  its  Rrat  acts 
was  to  express  its  sorrow  for  the  loss  of  a  highly  respected  member 
of  the  Court,  who  died  in  the  preceding  vacation.  And  now,  when 
we  meet  again,  we  have  to  lament  the  death  of  another  who  has 
fallen  since  the  last  adjournment. 

We  cordially  unite  with  the  Bar  in  all  that  they  have  said  of  the 
character  and  worth  of  Judge  McKinley.  He  was  a  member  of 
this  Court  for  fifteen  years,  and  we  knew  him  well.  He  was  a 
sound  lawyer,  faithful  and  assiduous  in  the  discbarge  of  his  duties 
while  his  health  was  sufficient  to  undergo  the  labor.  Aod  his  life 
was  most  prabably  shortened  by  the  effort  he  made  to  attend  this 
Court  at  the  last  adjourned  t«rm,  when  his  health  had  become  too 
infirm  to  encounter  the  fatigue  of  a  journey  to  Washington.  He 
was  frank  and  firm  in  his  social  intercourse,  as  well  as  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  judicial  duties.  And  no  man  could  be  more  free  from 
guile,  or  more  honestly  endeavor  to  fulfil  the  obligations  which  his 
office  imposed  upon  him.     We  truly  deplore  his  death. 

We  have  indeed  met  tc^ether  at  the  present  term  under  circum- 
stances peculiarly  painful.  And  when  we  are  speaking  of  the  loss 
sustained  by  the  death  of  a  Brother  of  the  Bench,  we  unavoidably 
call  to  mind  the  three  distinguished  members  of  the  Bar  who  have 
also  died  since  the  last  session  of  the  Court.  Very  soon  after  the 
adjournment  the  death  of  Henry  Clay  was  announced.  In  a  few 
months  afterwards  Daniel  Webst<;r  followed  him ;  and  before 
this  term  commenued  the  name  of  John  Sei^eant  was  added  to  the 
melancholy  list.  These  gentlemen  have  all  for  the  last  thirty  years 
been  indentified  with  the  proceedings  of  this  Court,  standing  always 
in  the  foremost  ranks  of  the  profession,  and  ornamenting  it  by  their 
genius,  their  learning,  and  their  eloquence.  And  while  they  were 
iniuDtaining  this  distinguished  position  before  the  judicial  tribunals, 
they  were  able  at  the  same  time  to  place  their  names  among  the 
leading  and  eminent  statesmen  of  the  day,  exercising  a  strong  and 
wide  influence  upon  the  great  political  questions  which  were  agi- 
tated during  the  period  in  which  they  lived. 

The  interval  between  the  last  and  present  session  of  the  Court 
has  been  a  brief  one.  But  sod  events  have  been  crowded  in  it. 
And  we  shall  direct  the  proceedings  of  the  Bar  and  this  response 
to  be  entered  on  the  records  of  the  Court,  as  the  evidence  of  the 
deep  sense  which  the  Court  entertains  of  the  loss  sustained  at  the 
Bar  as  well  as  on  the  Bench. 
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THE   DECISIONS 
SDPEEME  COUET  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES, 

DECEMBER  TERM,  1852. 


Andrew  Wylib,  Jr.,  Aduikistbator  of  Saaidel  Bald- 
win, Appellant,  v.  Richaed  S.  Coxe. 

An  appeal  will  not  lie  to  thia  court  from  n  refusal  of  the  court  below  to  open 

•  prior  decree,  and  grant  a  Klieariug.     'I'he  dediion  of  Ulil  poJDI  reiti 

entirety  in  the  sound  (liscrutiun  of  tLe  eourt  below.' 
The  case  of  BrocktU  t.  Brockett,  (2  How.,  240,)  explained. 
Two  appeali  having  b«en  taken,  one  from  the  oritiinal  decree,  and  the  other 

from  the  refusal  to  open  il,  the  latter  must  be  diimiued,  and  the  cate  itand 

for  hearing  upon  the  flnt  appeal. 
A  motion  for  a  mandate  upon  the  court  below,  to  carry  the  decree  into  execu- 

Uon,  oremiled.* 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States,  for  the  District  of  Columbia. 

It  was  brought  before  the  court  upon  the  following 
motion : — 

The  appellee  in  thiii  catse  moves  the  court  to  diumiss  the 
second  appeal  in  this  record  from  the  order  of  tlie  Circuit 
Court,  overruling  a  motion  to  open  the  decree  anil  gmnt 
a  rehearing.  And,  also,  to  award  a  writ  of  procedendo,  com- 
manding the  said  Circuit  Conrt  to  proceed  and  execute  the 
first  decree. 

Richard  S.  Coxe, 

Dec.  22d,  1852.  In  pro.  per. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

This  is  au  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court,  for 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

>  Nor  to  open   a  judgment.     Ctn-        *  See  Brown    t.  Svana,   8    Sawj., 
Ml-  T.  Ptmk,  18  How.,  80      !^Midt€n    G08. 
T.  Ptrim,  U.,  60T. 
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The  bill  was  filed  by  the  appellee,  to  recover  a  sum  of 
«A-)      money  'which  he  atlezea  was  due  to  him  for  uerviceii 

J  rendered  to  the  appeUaiit,  as  administrator,  and  to 
Baldwin,  the  intestate,  in  his  lifetime,  in  recovering  a  large 
sum  of  money,  which  was  due  to  the  said  Baldwin  from  the 
Mexican  government.  The  case  proceeded  to  final  hearing; 
and,  on  the  28th  of  April,  1852,  the  court  passed  its  decree, 
directing  the  appellant,  ae  admiuistrator,  to  pay  to  the 
appellee  «3,750,  with  interest  from  the  16th  of  May,  1851, 
until  paid. 

From  this  decree  the  appellant  prayed  an  appeal  to  this 
court,  and  executed  an  appeal-bond  in  the  usual  fomi,  in  the 
penalty  of  $200.  The  bond  is  dated  on  the  6th  of  May,  1852, 
and  on  the  same  day  was  left  for  approval  in  the  clerk's 
office,  and,  as  appears  by  an  indorsement  upon  it,  was 
approved  and  filed  on  the  ISth  of  the  same  month. 

On  the  13th  of  May,  1852,  the  appellant  filed  a  petition  for 
a  rehearing,  and  on  the  same  day  moved  to  open  the  decree. 
The  appellee  answered  the  petition  on  the  19ch.  And,  on 
the  22d,  the  motion  to  open  the  decree  and  for  a  rehearing, 
was  overruled  by  the  court.  And,  thereupon,  the  appellant 
prayed  an  appeal,  as  well  from  this  order  as  from  the  decree 
of  April  28th  ;  and  on  the  same  day  executed  an  appeal-bond 
in  the  penalty  of  $7,500,  which  was  approved  by  the  court, 

The  case  ie  therefore  here  upon  two  appeals:  1st,  from  the 
final  decree,  directing  the  payment  of  the  money ;  and,  2d, 
from  the  order  overruling  the  motion  to  open  this  decree  and 
grant  a  rehearing. 

In  relation  to  the  order,  it  is  plain  that  no  appeal  will  lie 
from  the  refusal  of  a  motion  to  open  the  decree  and  grant  a 
rehearing.  The  decision  of  such  a  motion  rests  in  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  court  below,  and  no  appeal  will  lie 
from  it. 

The  case  of  Brockett  v.  Broakett,  (2  How,,  240,)  which 
was  relied  on  in  the  argument,  was  decided  on  different 
ground.  In  that  case,  before  any  appeal  was  taken,  a  petition 
was  filed  to  open  the  decree  for  certain  purposes,  and  the 
court  referred  it  to  a  commissioner  to  examine  and  report  on 
the  matters  stat«d  in  the  petition.  Upon  his  report,  the 
court  refused  to  open  the  decree,  and  the  party  thereupon 
appealed  from  this  refusal,  as  well  as  the  original  decree,  and 

five  bond,  with  sufficient  security,  to  prosecute  the  appeal, 
bis  bond  was  given  within  ten  days  of  the  refusal  of  the 
motion,  but  was  more  than  a  month  after  the  original  decree. 
And  the  court  held  that  this  appeal  was  well  taken ;  not 
because  an  appeal  will  lie  from  the  refusal  of  a  motion  to 
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Open  the  decree  and  nant  a  Tehearing,  but  because  the  court 
regarded  the  oi-igiufA  decree  as  euspended  by  the  action  of 
the  court  ou  the  motion,  and  that  it  was  not  effectual  and 
final  uutil  the  motion  was  overruled.' 

"But  in  this  case  the  decree  was  not  suspended.  It  •-,» 
was  final  from  its  date.  An  appeal  had  been  regularly  >- 
taken  from  it,  and  au  appeal-bond  given.  And  the  case  has 
come  up  to  this  court  upon  that  appeal.  There  ib  no  ground, 
t^refoie,  for  saying,  that  the  first  decree  was  not  final  until 
the  motion  was  uveiTuled.  It  is  now  before  this  court  upon 
the  first  appeal ;  and  the  second  appeal,  although  it  professes 
to  be  an  appeal  from  the  original  decree,  as  well  as  from  the 
subsequent  order,  could  not  act  on  the  original  decree,  which 
was  already  removed ;  and  the  validity  of  this  last  appeal 
must  rest  altogether  on  the  refusal  to  open  and  rehear.  And, 
as  an  appeal  will  not  lie  from  the  decision  of  such  a  motion, 
the  appeal,  so  far  as  concerns  the  order  on  the  petition  for  a 
rehearing,  and  the  refusal  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  grant  the 
same,  must  be  dismissed. 

The  first  appeal  was,  however,  regularly  taken,  and  the 
case  will  stand  for  hearing  when  it  is  reached  in  the  regular 
call  of  the  docket.  And,  as  it  is  now  presented  by  the  rec- 
ord, we  see  no  ground  for  a  mandate  to  the  Circuit  Court. 
No  application  has  been  made  to  it  to  caiiy  the  decree  into 
execution  ;  or  to  stay  proceedings  in  it  pending  this  appeal. 
We  are  bound  to  presume  that  the  cimvt  below  will  do  what- 
ever may  he  right  in  the  premises,  if  the  subject  is  properly 
brought  before  it.  And  we  cannot,  in  advance,  undertake  to 
guide  their  judgment  by  a  mandate. 

The  motion  for  an  order  on  the  Circuit  Court,  to  proceed 
to  carry  the  decree  into  execution,  is  therefore  overmled. 


Ex  PABTB  David  Taylob. 

A  rule  will  be  refoMd  for  the  judgei  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Di»trict  of 
Colsmbift  to  ibow  cbdm  wbj  k  mandamiu  should  not  iaiue,  tuitess  a  caae  ii 
pr«wiit«d  which  primi/acie  requires  the  interpoiitioo  of  this  court. 

Such  a  cue  ii  not  pretent«d  where  the  Circuit  Conrt  decided  that,  Duder  an 
•ct  of  Congreu,  ui  affldarit  wu  lufOdent  to  bold  a  party  to  special  bail. 
That  court  had  the  power,  by  the  act,  to  exercise  Its  judicial  discretion.' 

'  See  note  io  3  Bow.,  886.  Mandamiu  lies  to  an  inferior  court 

'  Crreo.  Expmie  Bradhi/.TWM,,    to  compel  action,  ^ut   not  to   direct 

386;   Er  parU  Au/mijr  Co.,  U  Otto,    how  it  shall  act  or  control  its  disoie- 

T91X  tlon.    Wbere  the  inferior  coart  has 
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Th[S  case  came  before  the  court  upou  the  following  motion 
and  petition : — 

Ex  aarte  (  Petition  for  a  Mandamus  to  the  Judges  of 
nnrrnV.nno  \  ^^^  Circuit  Court  of  the  District  of 
UAVW  lAYUiR.    ^      Columbia,  for  Wasbiugtou  County. 

The  above  petitioner  inovets  the  hoiiurtible  the  Judges  of 
,^1  the  *Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  for  a  rule 
•-  '  on  the  Judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  for  Washington  County,  to  show  cause  why  a  man- 
damus should  not  i»sue  comniaiidiiig  them  to  admit  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  petitioner  to  a  suit  in  said  court,  by  Thomas 
fewing,  Jr.,  against  said  petitioner ;  and  the  petitioner  moves 
for  the  said  rule  on  his  petition,  and  the  transcript  therewith 
filed. 

1.  Because  there  is  no  legal  cause  of  bail  set  forth  in  the 
proceedings  in  said  suit,  and  by  the  refusal  of  the  Circuit 
Court  to  allow  his  appearance  to  be  entered  to  said  suit, 
he  is  unlawfully  detained  in  custody  by  the  marshal  of  said 
district. 

2.  Because  the  act  of  Maryland,  passed  in  1715,  c.  46,  §  3, 
is  in  force  in  the  county  of  Washington,  and  nowise  repealed; 
and  the  petitioner  was  by  virtue  of  said  act  entitled  to  appear 
to  said  suit,  on  giving  special  bail  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
and  thirty-three  dollars  thirty-three  and  a  third  cents.  But 
the  court  refused  to  allow  him  so  to  appear,  or  to  enter  bail 
in  said  amount. 

3.  Because  the  petitioner  has  a  legal  right  to  appear  with- 
out bail,  or  upon  giving  bail  to  the  amount  required  by  the 
act  of  1715,  c.  46,  §  8,  and  thereby  to  be  discharged  from 
prison,  and  the  said  legal  right  does  not  depend  on  the  dis- 
cretiou  of  the  court,  but  is  nxed  and  regulated  by  law,  and 
there  is  other  legal  remedy  for  the  petitioner  in  the  premises. 

Robert  J.  'Rtt'RjtT,for  Petitiomr. 

•li««dy  acted,  \U  action  can  on]y  be  £r  pnrlf   raring,  Id.,  4IS;   Ex  partr 

nvued  on  appeal,  writ  of  error,  or  Sducab,  8  Id.,  240;  PtopU  v.  Delroil 

etrtiorari.    Appiiiy  v.  BniU-i,  44  Ala.,  Sup.  Gl.  Judge,  40  Mich.,  189;  Exparir, 

taS;  Ex  paTUSoalhS-cR-R.  Co..  Id..  Cmwr^c.  fl-y  Co.,  11  Otto,  711;   Kr- 

664;  Jfium  Counli)  v.  JUindirn,  4  W.  ginia  r.  Riva,  10  Id.,  319;  Pwpit  tx 

Va,,  300  ;  Burke  t,  Mnnmr  Citnlfl,  Id.,  rrK   Fmnrit   T.    Commyn    Ceinieil,   78 

871.    8.  F.   jfeyoiiiur  v.  Elg,  87  Conn.,  N.  Y.,  38. 
108;   Ex  partt  FlippiH,  4  Otto,  848; 
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Ex  piirlt  'I'ajlor. 

To  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 

The  petition  of  David  Tayior  lespectfully  sboweth,  that  he 
is  now  coiifined  in  the  jail  iu  the  city  of  WashingtOD,  at  the 
suit  of  a  certain  Thomas  Ewiug,  Jr.,  and  he  refei's  to  the  ac- 
companying tranecript  of  the  record  of  said  suit,  and  makes 
the  same  a  part  of  this  petitlun,  for  the  better  understanding 
of  the  proceedings  under  which  he  is  now  uujustly  and  op- 
pressively detained  in  prison. 

Yonr  petitioner  showeth,  that  by  said  recoi-d  it  appears  he 
was  held  to  bail  in  said  suit,  upon  the  afiidavit  of  said  Ewing, 
and  without  a  copy  of  the  declaration  being  served  on  him, 
as  required  by  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  Maryland  of  1715, 

That  at  the  return  of  the  writ  of  capias  ad  respondendum, 
issued  in  said  cause,  your  petitioner  moved  to  enter  his  ap- 
pearance without  giving  special  bail,  because  of  the  alleged 
insufficiency  of  the  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail,  but  said  motion 
was  overruled  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia for  Washington  County.  That,  thereupon,  your  petitioner 
moved  to  enter  his  appearance  to  said  suit,  upon  giving  good 
and  'sufficient  special  bail,  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  p,. 
aad  thirty-three  dollars  and  thii-ty-three  and  one  thii-d  >- 
cents,  because  of  the  omission  to  serve  your  petitioner  with  a 
copy  of  the  declaration,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  afore- 
said act  of  1715,  c.  40,  §  3 ;  and  your  petitioner  then  and  there 
tendered  in  open  court  good  and  suEGcient  bail,  in  the  last- 
mentioned  sum  of  money.  The  sufBciency  of  said  bail  for 
said  amount  was  fully  admitted  by  said  court,  as  will  appear 
by  reference  to  said  transcript  of  the  record;  but  the  court 
overruled  said  application  upon  the  express  ground  that  your 
petitioner  was  bound  to  enter  special  bail  to  said  action,  in 
the  amount  of  the  sum  sworn  to  in  the  aSidavit  of  said  Ewing, 
which  sum  is  shown  in  said  affidavit  to  be  four  thousand  nine 
hundred  and  seventy  dollars.  Your  petitioner  is  advised  that 
the  aforesaid  recited  act  of  the  legislature  of  Maryland  is  in 
full  force  in  Washington  county  aforesaid  ;  and  that,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  said  law,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  marshal  to 
require  no  greater  appearance-bail,  and  of  the  court  to  require 
no  greater  special  bail  than  the  amount  specified  in  said  act, 
where  no  copy  of  the  declaration  is  sent  to  be  served  with 
the  writ ;  and  your  petitioner  is  also  advised,  that  there  is  in 
said  affidavit  no  legal  cause  of  bail  whatever.  Wherefore, 
inasmuch  as  the  saiu  Circuit  Court  has  refused  both  of  said 
applications  for  an  aupearance  on  the  part  of  your  petitioner 
to  said  suit,  and  as  tne  law  provides  no  other  adequate  rem- 
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edy  in  the  premiseB,  whereby  your  petitioner  can,  before  the 
tin&l  determiutitioii  of  said  suit,  i-e^iii  his  personnl  liberty, 
whereof  be  is  now  illegally  and  unjuatiiiably  deprived,  your 
petitiouei'  pvAya  tliut  the  writ  of  maiidaniUH  may  be  lasued 
and  directed  to  the  Judgeti  of  said  Circuit  Court,  command- 
ing and  enjoining  them  to  receive  the  appearance  of  your  peti- 
tioner to  said  action,  either  without  requiring  special  bait,  or 
upon  your  petitioner  causing  good  and  sufficient  special  bail 
to  be  entered  to  said  action,  in  the  sum  of  cue  hundred  and 
thirty-three  dollars  and  tliirty-three  cents  and  one  third  of  a 
cent. 
And,  as  in  duty  bound,  your  petitioner  will  ever  pray,  &o. 
ROBBBT  J.  BttBNT,/o»*  Petitioner. 

JHttrict  of  Columbia,  WaBhington  County,  to  wit: 
Before  the  subscriber,  a  justice  of  the  jieace  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  in  and  for  Washington  county,  jiei-sonally  ap- 
pears David  Taylor,  the  within  petitioner,  and  made  oath  ou 
the  Holy  Evangely  of  Almighty  God,  that  the  facts,  as  stated 
in  the  said  petition,  are  true,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and 
belief.  J.  W.  Beck,/ P. 

Dec.  10, 1862. 

*6]  *Di»tnct  of  Columbia,  ss. 

At  a  Circuit  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  begun  aad 
held  in  and  for  the  county  of  Washington,  at  the  city  of  Wash- 
ington, on  the  third  Monday  of  October,  being  the  eighteenth 
day  of  the  same  month,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  fifty-two,  and  of  the  independence  of  the 
United  States  the  seventy -seventh. 

Present,     Willum  Cranch,  Chief  Judge. 

The  Hox.  James  S.  Morsell,  and  I  Ageistant 

Jawes  Dtinlop,  J    Jvdget. 

Richard  Wallach,  Esquire,  Marthal. 

John  A.  Smith,  Clerk. 

In  the  records  of  proceedings  of  the  said  couit,  amongst 
others,  are  the  following,  to  wit: — 
Thomas  Ewino,  Jr.,  } 

David  Taylor.        ) 

Be  it  remembered,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  day  of  October,  1862, 

the  said  plaintiff,  by  Charles  S.  Wallach,  Ksquire,  his  attorney, 

urosecuted  and  sued  forth  out  of  the  Circuit  Court  here,  the 

United  States  writ  of  capia*  ad  retpondendum,  directed  to  the 
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marshal  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  iu  form  following,  to 
wit:— 

Diatriet  of  Columbia,  to  mt  : 

The  United  States  of  America,  to  the  Marshal  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  Greeting: 

We-command  you,  that  you  take  David  Taylor,  late  of 
Washington  county,  if  he  shall  be  found  within  the  county  of 
Washington,  in  your  said  district,  and  him  safely  heep,  so  that 
you  have  his  body  before  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  to  be  held  for  the  county  afoi'esaid,  at  the  city  of 
Washington,  on  the  3d  Monday  of  October  instant,  to  answer 
unto  Thomas  Ewing,  Jr.,  in  a  plea  of  trespass  on  the  case, 
and  so  forth. 

Hereof  fail  not  at  your  peril,  and  have  you  then  and  there 
this  writ. 

Witness  William  Cbanch,  Esq.,  Chief  Judge  of  our  Sfud 
court,  at  the  city  of  Washington,  the  22d  day  of  May,  Adqo 
Domini  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-two. 

Issued  this  4th  day  of  October,  1852. 

Wallach.  Jno.  a.  Smith,  Clerk. 

'District  of  Columbia,  Watkington  County,  to  wit:       f*7 

And  the  aforesaid  plaintiff,  on  the  day  of  prosecuting  and 
suing  forth  of  the  aforegoing  writ,  declared  against  the  said 
defendant  in  the  plea  aforesaid,  in  the  form  following,  to 
wit: — 

IHstriet  of  Colvn^ia,  Washit^on  County,  to  wit : 

David  Taylor,  late  of  the  county  aforesaid,  was  attached  to 
answer  unto  Thomas  Ewing,  Jr.,  iu  a  plea  of  trespass  on  the 
case,  and  so  forth.  And  whereupon  the  said  plainti£F,  by 
Charles  S.  Wallach,  his  attorney,  complains  that,  whereas  the 
defendant  on  the  first  day  of  September,  iu  the  year  eighteen 
hundred  and  fifty-two,  at  the  county  aforesaid,  was  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  four  thousand  nine  hundred  and 
seventy  dollars,  current  money  of  the  United  States,  for  sun- 
dry matters  and  articles,  properly  chargeable  in  an  account, 
as  by  a  particular  account  thereof  herewith  into  court  ex- 
hibited, appears.  And  being  so  indebted,  the  defendant,  in 
consideration  thereof,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
aforesaid,  of  the  county  aforesaid,  undertook,  and  faithfully 
promised  to  the  said  plaintiff,  to  pay  him  the  aforesaid  sum  of 
money,  when  he  should  be  thereto  afterwards  required. 
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And  whereas,  bIso,  the  defendant,  on  the  tirst  day  of  Sep- 
tember, in  the  yetir  eighteen  ttundred  and  tifty-two,  at  the 
county  aforesaid,  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  further 
sum  of  four  thousand  nine  hundred  and  seventy  dollars,  for 
work  and  labor  done  and  performed  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 
defendant,  at  his  special  request ;  and  in  the  further  sum  of 
four  thousand  nine  hundred  and  seventy  dollars,  for  money 
received  by  the  defendant  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff;  and  in 
the  further  sum  of  four  thousand  nine  hundred  and  seventy 
dollars,  for  money  lent  and  advanced  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant,  at  his,  the  defendant's,  request ;  and  in  the  further 
sum  of  four  thousand  nine  hundred  and  seventy  dollars,  for 
money  paid,  laid  out,  and  expended,  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 
use  of  the  defendant,  at  his,  the  defendant's,  request ;  and 
being  so  indebted,  the  defendant  afterwards,  that  is  to  say,  on 
the  OAy  and  year  aforesaid,  at  the  county  aforesaid,  in  con- 
sideration thereof,  undertook,  and  then  and  there  faithfully 
promised  to  the  said  plaintiff,  that  he,  the  defendant,  the  said 
several  sums  of  money,  when  required,  would  well  and  truly 
pay  to  the  plaintiff. 

And  whereas,  the  defendant  afterwards,  that  ia  to  say,  on 
the  first  day  of  September,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the  county 
aforesaid,  accounted  with  the  plaintiff,  of  and  concerning 
divers  sums  of  money,  from  the  said  defendant  to  the  plain- 
aa-i       tiff  due,  'owing,  then  in  arrear  and  unpaid  ;  and  upon 

-■  such  accounting,  the  said  defendant  was  then  and 
there  found  in  arrear,  and  indebted  to  the  said  plaintiff  the 
■  further  sum  of  four  thousand  nine  hundred  and  seventy 
dollars ;  and  being  so  found  in  arrear  and  indebted,  the  said 
defendant  afterwards,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
mentioned,  at  the  county  aforesaid,  in  consideration  thereof, 
undertook,  and  then  and  there  faithfully  promised  to  pay  the 
plaintiff,  when  thereto  afterwards  required,  the  said  last- 
mentioned  sum  of  money. 

Nevertheless,  the  defendant  said  promises  in  nowise  regard- 
ing, the  said  several  sums  of  money,  or  any  part  thereof, 
though  often  required,  to  the  plaintiff  has  not  paid,  but  the 
same  to  pay  has  always  refused,  and  still  refuses,  to  the 
dam^e  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  doUus, 
and  therefore  he  brings  suit,  &c. 

Chablbs  S.  Wallace, 

Sor  tht  plaintiff. 

The  said  plaintiff,  by  his  attorney  aibresaid,  at  the  time  of 
prosecuting  and  suing  forth  the  said  writ,  also  filed  the  follow- 
ing affidavit  to  bold  to  bail,  to  wit : — 
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District  of  Columbia,  Wiuhington  CourUjf,  to  wit : 
Thouab  Ewimu,  Ju.,  ) 


David  Taylor. 

Od  this  fourth  day  of  October,  1862,  personally  appeared 
before  me,  the  subscriber,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  and  for 
the  county  uud  district  aforesaid,  Joseph  T.  Coombs,  of  the 
couiity  and  district  aforesaid,  ageat  for  the  plaiiiti£f  in  the 
above  cause,  and  made  oath  on  the  Holy  Evaucely  of  Al- 
^i^hty  God,  tiiat  David  Taylor,  a  resident  of  the  State  of 
North  Carolina,  defendant  in  the  above  cause,  is  indebted  to 
the  said  plaintiff  in  the  full  and  just  sum  of  four  thousand 
nine  hundred  and  seventy  dollars,  fur  moneys  due  upon  a  cer- 
tain agreement  or  oontract  herewith  filed,  and  for  work  and 
labor  done  at  bis,  the  said  David  Taylor's,  special  instance 
and  request,  in  the  district  and  county  aforesaid,  a  particular 
account  whereof  is  herewith  filed.  And  that  the  said  Taylor, 
being  now  in  the  said  county  and  district,  is  about  to  remove 
from  and  go  out  of  said  county  and  district,  and  remove  his 
property,  rights,  and  credits  from  said  county  and  district, 
with  a  view  and  in  order  to  avoid  the  payment  of  the  said  debt, 
as  this  affiant  verily  believes,  and  that  said  debt  was  contracted 
in  said  county  and  district  by  the  said  David  Taylor ;  and  that 
said  work  and  labor  were  done  and  performed  in  the  said  county 
and  district  by  the  said  plaintifT,  between  the  8th  *day  |-«q 
of  March,  1850,  and  the  first  day  of  September,  1862,  L  ^ 
at  bis,  the  said  David  Taylor's,  special  instance  and  request. 
J.  T.  Coombs. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me.        H.  Natloe,  J.  P. 
4th  October,  1852. 

Agreement  referred  to  in  the  aforegoing  Affidavit. 

Contract  made  and  concluded  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  March,  A.  D.,  1861,  by  and  between  Thomas  Ewing,  Junior, 
formerly  of  Ohio,  and  David  Taylor,  formerly  of  North  Caro- 
lina, in  behalf  of  himself  and  his  wife  and  children,  in  these 
words  ? — 

The  said  party  of  the  first  part,  covenants  and  agrees  to 
prosecute  before  Congress,  or  before  the  public  departments 
of  the  general  government,  the  claim  of  the  said  party  of  the 
second  part,  and  that  of  his  wife  and  children,  under  the 
Cherokee  treaty  of  1836-6,  to  the  appraised  value  of  a  reser- 
vation of  640  acres  of  land,  lying  in  the  State  of  Tennessee, 
which  said  claim  was  before  the  Committee  of  Indian  Affairs 
of  the  Senate  at  the  last  session  of  Congress ;  and  farther, 
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that  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  will  use  proper  diligence 
iD  the  prosecution  of  the  said  claim,  and  at  iio  time  will  let 
the  interests  of  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  suffer  by 
want  of  a  proper  degi'ee  of  attention  to  the  claim,  on  his  part, 
unless  prevented  from  rendering  it  by  sickness  or  some  other 
unavoidable  and  unforeseen  necessity. 

And  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  in  consideration  of 
the  valuable  services  which  the  said  party  of  the  first  part 
has  already  rendered  in  the  prosecution  of  the  said  claim ; 
and  in  further  consideration  of  the  agreement  which  the  said 
party  of  the  first  part  herein  makes,  to  continue  to  prceecute 
the  claim  until  it  is  finally  allowed  and  paid,  hereby  conve- 
nantB  and  f^rees  to  pay  unto  the  said  party  of  the  first  part 
the  sum  of  twenty  per  centum  upon  the  amount  of  said  claim, 
whenever  the  same  may  be  allowed ;  and  if  at  any  time  a 
part  of  it  only  is  allowed,  then  the  said  party  of  the  second 
part  coTenanta  and  agrees  to  pay  unto  the  said  party  of  the 
first  part,  a  like  percentage  upon  the  sum  allowed. 

And  for  the  true  and  faithful  performance  of  all  the  agree- 
roents  above  mentioned,  the  parties  to  these  presents  bind 
themselves,  each  unto  the  other,  in  the  penu  sum  of  five 
thousand  dollars,  as  fixed  and  settled  dam^es,  to  be  paid  by 
the  failing  party. 

lu  testimony  whereof,  the  parties  to  these  presents  have 
hereunto  set  their  hands  and  aflSzed  their  seals,  the  day  and 
year  first  above  written.  Tho.  Ewino,  Jr.     [seal.] 

hk 

David  x  Tatlok.  [seal.] 


before  signing  it,  and  he  declared  himself  fully  e 
fied  with  tlie  conditions  herein  expressed. 

Signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  in  my  presence,  this  28th  day 
of  March,  A.  d.,  1851.  W.  H.  Collbdgb. 

A  copy  of  which  said  affidavit  was  made,  and  sent  with 
the  writ  aforesaid  to  the  marshal  of  the  district  aforesaid, 
thereon  indorsed,  to  vrit,  "  To  be  served  on  the  defendant  with 
the  vnit." 

Account  rrferred  to  in  the  foregoing  Affidavit,  to  wit: 

Washington,  Sept.  1st,  1851. 
Mr.  David  Taylor,  Dr.  to  Thomas  Ewing,  Jr. 
To  commission,  20  per  cent.,  on  $24,853.04,  amount  allowed 
on  your  claim  against  United  States,  under  Cherokee  Treaty 
10 
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of  1835,  for  work  and  labor  done  and  performed  in  obtaining 
said  allowance,  and  as  per  agreement   .  .    $4,970.00 

At  which  mentioned  third  Monday  of  October,  in  the  year 
eighteen  hundred  and  fifty-two,  and  the  day  of  the  return  of 
the  aforegoing  writ,  comes  again  into  the  Circuit  Court  here, 
the  said  plaintiff  by  bis  attorney  aforesaid  ;  and  the  marshal 
of  the  district  aforesaid,  to  whom  the  said  writ  was  in  form 
aforesaid  directed,  makes  return  thereof  to  the  court  thus  in- 
dorsed, to  wit,  "  Cepi  in  jail.     R.  Wallach,  Marshal." 

And  now,  to  wit,  on  the  day  of  November,  a.  d.,  1852, 
in  open  court,  appears  David  Taylor,  in  custody  of  the  mar- 
shal of  the  district  aforesaid,  and  moves  the  court  here  that 
he  be  permitted  to  enter  a  common  appearance  to  the  said 
writ  of  the  said  Thomas  Ewing,  Jr. ;  and  at  the  same  time  the 
said  David  Taylor,  by  his  attorney,  Robert  J,  Brent,  Esq., 
offered  to  appear  to  said  writ,  and  to  defend  the  same ;  bat 
the  court  refused  to  allow  the  said  David  Taylor  to  appear  to 
said  writ  until  he  should  give  special  bail,  to  the  amount  of 
indebtedness  sworn  to  in  the  affidavit  of  said  Thomas  Ewing, 
Jr.,  filed  in  this  cause.  And  thereupon  the  said  David  Tay- 
lor, so  being  in  open  court,  prayed  the  court  to  take  special 
bail  for  him  in  this  action,  to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  and 
thirty-three  dollars  thirty-three  and  one-third  cents.  And  at 
the  same  time  appeared  in  open  court  John  Frederick  May 
and  Joseph  L.  Williams,  residents  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
hia,  who,  with  the  consent  of  the  said  David  Taylor,  offered 
to  enter  themselv^  as  special  bail  for  the  said  David  Taylor, 
and  to  justify  in  double  the  said  last  amount ;  but  the  court, 
in  nowise  denying  the  suSicieuoy  of  said  bail  as  offered,  re- 
fused to  accept  or  take  special  bail  for  *any  amount  p,^. 
less  than  the  amount  sworn  to  by  said  Thomas  Ewing,  ^ 
Jr.,  as  aforesaid^  and  the  said  David  Taylor  declining  to  give 
or  offer  bail  to  the  amount  required  by  the  court,  he  is  there- 
upon ordered  and  remanded  by  the  court  to  the  custody  of 
the  marshal  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Test.  John  A.  Smith,  Clerk. 

Dittrict  of  Columbia,  Wathington  County,  to  wit: 

I,  John  A.  Smith,  Clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  for  the  county  of  Washington,  hereby  certify 
that  the  aforegoing  is  a  full  and  perfect  transcript  of  all  the 
proceedings  had  in  the  said  court,  in  the  said  case  of  Thomas 
Ewing,  Jr.,  against  David  Taylor,  as  appears  from  the  minutes 
of  the  proceedinga  of  siud  court. 
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In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  subscribed  my 
name,  and  affixed  the  seal  of  said  couit,  this  10th  Decembsr, 
1862. 

[seal.]  Jho.  a.  Smith,  CUrk. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

It  appears  in  this  ca«e,  that  a  suit  was  brought  in  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  Washington  County,  iu 
the  District  of  Columbia,  by  Thomus  Ewing,  Jr.,  against 
David  Taylor,  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  which  he  alleged 
to  be  due  to  him,  upon  a  contract  which  is  set  forth  in  the 
proceedings,  and  also  for  services  rendered  to  Tayloi  at  his 
instance  and  request. 

The  writ  issued  on  the  4th  of  October,  1852,  returnable  to 
the  October  term,  which  began  on  the  third  Monday  of  the 
same  month.  And  nt  the  time  of  issuing  the  writ,  the  plain- 
tiCF  filed  his  declRratiou  containitig  the  usual  money  counts, 
and  also  an  affidavit  stating  the  amount  due,  and  the  nature 
of  his  claim ;  tliat  the  debt  was  contracted  in  Washington 
county,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  that  Taylor,  being 
then  in  said  county  and  district,  was  about  to  remove  from 
it,  and  remove  his  property,  rights,  and  credits,  in  order  to 
avoid  the  payment  of  tliis  debt. 

The  marshal  arrested  Taylor,  and  made  liis  return  upon  the 
writ  "  Cepi  in  jail  "  ;  and  thereupon  Taylor  appeared  in  court, 
in  the  custody  of  the  marehal,  and,  by  liis  counsel,  moved  for 
leave  to  appear  on  common  bail.  But  the  court  refused  to 
permit  him  to  appear  and  to  discharge  him  from  custody, 
until  he  should  give  bail  to  the  amount  of  the  debt  sworn  to 
in  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff.  Taylor  then  moved  for  leave 
to  appear,  upon  giving  bail  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and 
thirty-three  dollars  thirty-three  and  a  third  cents,  claiming 
that  he  was  entitled  to  be  discharged  upon  giving  bail  to  that 
amount,  under  the  act  of  Assembly  of  Maryland  of  1715, 
which  act,  together  with  the  other  laws  of  Maryland  in  force 
"121  ^^^^  ^^^  United  "States  assumed  jurisdiction  over 
-'  this  district,  were  adopted  by  Congress  as  the  laws  of 
Washington  county. 

But  the  Circuit  Court  adhered  to  its  decision,  and  refused 
to  permit  the  party  to  appear,  without  giving  bail  to  the 
amount  claimed  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit. 

Upon  this  state  of  the  case,  Taylor  moves  for  a  rule  on  the 

Judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamv,» 

shall  Dot  be  issued  from  this  cimrt,  commanding  the  judges 

of  the  Circuit  Court  to  permit  Taylor  to  appear  to  the  above- 
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mentioDed  suit  on  common  bail,  in  order  that  he  may  be  dis- 
ohai'ged  £rom  the  custody  of  the  mai'shal ;  and  failing  that 
motion,  then  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  permitted 
to  appear,  upon  giviug  bail  to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  and 
thirty-three  dollars  and  thirty-three  and  one  third  cents,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Maryland  law. 

According  to  the  established  pi-actice  of  this  court,  a  rule 
of  this  kind  is  not  gi-auted  as  a  matter  of  coui-ae,  and  the  in- 
ferior court  is  never  called  on  tu  show  cause,  unless  a  case  is 
presented  which  primd  facie  lequires  the  interjwsition  of  this 
court.  It  was  so  settled  in  the  case  of  the  Pottmatter-Q-en- 
tral  V.  Trig,  AdminiBtrator  of  Rector,  11  Pet.,  173. 

We  proceed,  theu,  tu  inquire  whether  such  a  case  has  been 
preseuted  to  support  this  motion. 

The  pixiceedingti  by  which  Taylor  was  arrested  and  held  in 
custody,  were  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  August  1st,  1842 
(5  Stat,  at  L.,  498).  This  act  provides  that  no  person  shall 
be  held  tu  bail  iu  any  suit  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  unless 
upon  such  an  affidavit  as  is  described  iu  the  law,  which  must 
be  filed  previously  to  the  issuing  of  the  writ. 

It  is  insisted,  on  behalf  of  Taylor,  that  he  was  entitled  to 
his  discharge  from  custody  upon  entering  an  appearance  by 
his  attorney  to  the  suit,  because,  as  he  alleges,  the  affidavit 
filed  iu  the  suit  does  not  conform  to  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  Congress,  and  therefore  was  not  sufficient,  under  that  law, 
to  justify  the  court  in  demanding  bail. 

But  Uiat  is  a  question  which  this  court  cannot  consider. 
The  act  of  CongresK  iirovides  that  the  sufliciency  of  the  affi- 
davit to  hold  to  bail,  and  tlie  amount  of  bail  to  be  given  slial), 
upon  application  of  the  defendant,  be  decided  by  the  couii  in 
term  time,  and  by  a  single  judge  in  vacation.  In  deciding 
upon  the  application  to  dischai-ge  Taylor  from  the  custody 
of  the  marshal,  the  court  must  necessarily  have  considered 
and  interpreted  the  act  of  Congress,  as  well  as  the  affidavit, 
and  determined  whether  the  affidavit  was  sufficient  or  not. 
And  certainly,  even  in  England,  the  King's  Bench  never 
claimed  or  exercised  the  power  to  issue  a  mandamut  to  an 
inferior  court  of  record,  commanding  "it  to  reverse  its  |-,.g 
judgment,  in  a  matter  where  the  law  authorized  it  to  L 
judge.  In  the  case  before  us,  the  power  of  deciding  on  the 
Bufiiciency  of  the  affidavit,  and  the  amount  of  bail,  is  a  part 
of  the  judicial  power  of  the  court.  It  has  exercised  this 
power,  and  passed  its  judgment.  We  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
tiiia  judgment  is  in  any  respect  erroneoUB.  But,  assuming  it 
to  be  so,  this  court  cannot,  by  marufamut,  command  them  to 
reverse  it.    The  writ  has  never  been  extended  so  far,  nor 
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ever  used  to  control  the  discretion  and  judgment  of  an  infe- 
rior court  of  record  acting  within  the  scope  of  its  judicial  au- 
thority. There  is  no  ground,  therefore,  for  the  rule  under 
the  act  of  Congress. 

The  application  under  the  Maryland  act  of  1716,  is  equally 
untenable.  The  provigion  in  that  act  relied  on  in  support  of 
the  motion,  was  never  held  in  Maryland  to  apply  to  any  thing 
but  the  bail-bonds  to  be  taken  by  the  sheiii)'  in  certain  cases, 
and  never  influenced  the  decision  of  the  courts  as  to  the 
amount  of  bail  to  be  required  when  the  defendant  was  brought 
into  court.  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  speak  of  that  act,  or  of  the 
construction  it  received  in  the  courts  of  Maryland  ;  because 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  Circuit  Court  to  demand  bail 
depends  altogether  upon  the  act  of  Congress.  And  if  there  is 
any  discrepancy  between  this  act  and  the  act  of  Assembly  of 
1715,  the  act  of  Congress  must  govern,  and  is  a  repeal  pro 
tanto  of  the  Maryland  law. 

The  rule  to  show  cause  is  therefore  refused. 


Thomas  Moobe,  Exbcdtor  of  Kiohabd  Eblb,  Plaintiff 
IN  Erbok,  v.  The  People  of  the  State  of  Illinois. 

A  State,  under  its  ffeiieral  and  admitted  power  to  define  and  puniih  offencea 
mpminit  its  «»n  peu-e  HnJ  pulley,  may  repel  from  ill  borders  an  unaixepta- 
ble  population,  whether  paupen,  criminals,  fugitive*,  or  liberated  slave*; 
and,  conseqaently,  niay  punish  her  clLiiens  and  utlien  who  thwart  this 
policy,  by  harboring,  secreting,  or  in  an;  way  assisting  such  fugitives. 

It  is  DO  objection  to  such  legislation  that  the  offender  may  be  liable  to  pun- 
ishment under  the  act  of  Congress  for  the  same  acts,  when  injurious  to  the 
owner  of  the  fugitive  slave,' 

The  case  of  Prigg  v.  Tkt  CoMmonataUk  of  Ftnwalcania,  (16  Pet,,  530,)  pre- 
sented the  following  questions,  which  were  decided  by  the  court : 


.  Statt  der  a  Sute  law,  see  Siatt  i.  Olntm,  1 
af  Tennatte,  7  Utto,  537 ;  State  of  Crim.  L.  Mag.,  6B9. 
Tnnentt  v.  Dacit,  10  Id.,2TT.  Rev.  Stat,  S  711,  providing  that  the 
In  Commomrtalih  ei  Til.  Torrtg  r.  federal  courts  shall  have  exclusive 
Ketner,  I  Crim.  L.  Mag.,  221,  it  is  jurisdictioD  of  "all  crimes  and  of- 
held  that  a  Slate  court  has  not  juris-  fences  cognizable  under  the  authority 
diction  to  try  a  cashier  of  a  national  of  the  United  Stales,"  must  be  con- 
bank  for  embenlement  of  its  funds,  strued  along  iHth  §  5828,  which  pro- 
nnder  the  State  statute  punishing  the  videi :  "  Nothing  in  this  title  [Crimes] 
offence  of  embenlement.  But  in  Lu-  shall  be  held  to  take  away  or  impair 
btrg  y.  Com BioniBeaith,  I  Crim.  h.  Mag.,  tiie  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the 
TT9,  it  is  decided  that  a  rTommon  laa  several  States  under  the  laws  thereof." 
offence  committed  by  a  national  bank  Consequently  tlie  same  act  may  still 
officer  is  triable  in  a  State  court,  be  punishalile  under  the  laws  both  of 
Whether  a  coaviction  under  a  valid  a  Sute  and  of  the  United  States. 
city  ordinance  will  bar  a  subseqaent  Dathing  v.  Siatt,  78  Ind.,  Sfi7. 
14 
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1.  That  under  and  in  Tirtae  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  Statci,  tbe 
owner  of  a  ilave  ii  ciothed  with  entire  authority  ii 
to  «ei2e  and  recapture  his  sl&ve,  wherever  he  can 
lence  or  a  breach  of  the  peat.'e. 

2.  That  tbe  government  of  the  United  tjtateg  ie  clothed  wiili  appropriate 
authority  and  functions  to  enforce  the  delivery,  on  claim  of  the  owner,  and 
h*«  properly  exerciied  it  in  the  act  of  Congreite  of  12th  February,  1793. 

*3.  That  any  State  law  or  regulation  which  intermpts,  impedes,  limits, 
embarrataei,  delays,  or  pottponei  the  right  of  the  owner  to  the  imme- 
diate possession  of  the  slave,  and  the  immediate  command  of  hi*  service,  is 

This  coart  has  not  decided  that  State  legislation  in  aid  of  tlie  claimant,  and 
which  does  not  directly  nor  indirectly  delay,  impede,  or  frustrate  the  matter 
in  the  exercise  of  his  right  under  the  Constilutiou,  or  in  pursuit  of  his 
remedy  given  by  the  act  of  Congress,  is  void.^ 


fU 


This  case  was  brought  up  from  tbe  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  by  a  writ  of  error  issued  under  the  26th  sec- 
tion of  the  Judiciary  Act. 

The  section  of  the  law  of  lUiuois,  under  which  Eels  was 
indicted  in  1842,  and  the  facts  in  the  case  are  set  forth  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  and  need  not  be  repeated.  The  court 
before  which  he  was  tried,  fined  him  four  hundred  dollai-s, 
and  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  affirmed  tlie  judgment. 
The  case  is  reported  in  5  111.,  498. 

It  waa  areued,  in  this  court,  by  Mr.  Chase,  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  and  a  printed  argument  tiled  by  Mr.  Dixon  on  the 
same  side;  and  hy  Mr.  Shields  for  the  defendant  irj  error,  who 
filed  a  printed  argument  prepared  by  Mr.  McDougall,  Attor- 
ney-General of  Illinoia. 

The  arguments  urged  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  in  order  to  show  that  tbe  law  of  Illinois  was  void, 
were, — 

1.  That  the  act  of  Congress,  passed  in  1793,  was  constitu- 
tional ;  that  the  power  of  legislating  upon  the  subject  of  fugi- 
tive slaves  ought  to  be  vested  in  Coiigi'ess ;  that  the  act  had 
been  declared  to  be  constitutional  by  tlie  following  authori- 
ties: 16  Pet.,  620  et  geq. ;  9  Johtis.  (N.  Y.),  67;  12  Wend. 
(N.  Y.),  Sll ;  2  Pick.  (Mass.),  11 ;  5  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.),  62 ; 
2  Wheel.  Cr.  Cas.,  694. 

2.  That  the  power  was  vested  exclusively  in  Congress,  and 
if  there  was  an  omission  to  legislate,  silence  was  as  demonstra- 
tive of  ito  will  as  express  legislation.  5  Wheat.,  1,  21,  22; 
16  Pet.,  617  et  aeq. 

For  an  able  disciusion   respecting  *  See  also  the  following  cases  (dting 

the  propriety  of  this  doctrine,  see  ar-  the  principal  case ;  Ex  /larte  Houghton, 

tide  by  M.  A.   Thompson,  Esq,,   on  8  Fed.  Rep..  880:  Dnthing  v.  Slale.^» 

"  Ones  it  Jtopardi/,"  i  Crim.  h-  Mag.,  Ind.,  868;  Salt  v,  O/e*™,  26  Minn., 
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3.  That  admitting  the  power  to  be  concun-ent,  its  exercise 
bv  Congress  supersedes  all  State  legislation.  1  Kent,  380, 
8&1 ;  1  Story,  Com.  on  Con.,  6  437  to  443 ;  12  Wend.  (N 
Y.),  816,  825;  1  Pet.  Cond.  Rep.,  429;  4  Id.,  414^;  2. 
Wheel.  Cr.  Cas.,  594 ;  5  Wheat.,  21, 24,  36,  70,  75 ;  14  Wend. 
(N.  Y.),  532-6 ;  16  Pet,  617-8. 

4.  The  act  of  Congress  of  1798,  and  the  law  of  Illinois, 
conflict  with  each  other. 

5.  Two  laws  legislating  over  the  same  offence  cannot  ex- 
ist at  the  same  time. 

6.  If  80,  the  law  of  Illinois  must  give  way. 

It  was  particularly  pressed  upon  the  court  by  Mr.  Chase, 
that  this  court  had  decided,  in  the  cuee  of  Prigg  v.  PtmuyU 
vania,  (16  Pet.,  539,)  that  all  State  legislation  upon  the  sub- 
*1  'i1  ^^^^  ^^  'fugitive  slaves,  was  void,  whether  professing 
■I  to  be  in  aid  of  the  legislation  of  Congress,  or  indepen* 
dent  of  it,  was  void ;  and  he  claimed  the  benefit  of  that  de- 


The  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error  commented  on  the 
various  positions  above  mentioned;  and  the  following  extract 
from  the  brief,  shows  the  principal  ground  relied  upon  to 
vindicate  the  State  law. 

The  case  just  cited,  (^Houtton  v.  Moore,  o  Wheat.,)  leads 
directly  to  the  question,  What  is  the  particular  ^lower  exer- 
cised by  the  State  in  the  present  instance ;  whence  derived. 
and  what  the  design  ana  mode  of  its  operation?  And  it 
■nay  be  as  well  here  to  remark,  that  it  is  not  alone  in  the 
light  of  an  act  in  aid  of  the  legislation  of  Congress,  that  thiti 
law  is  to  be  considered.  The  question  before  this  court  is 
one  of  power — of  power  in  the  State  to  legislate  in  the  pni- 
ticular  manner.  -If  the  power  exists  in  the  State,  no  matter 
from  whence  derived,  the  validity  of  the  law  cannot  he  que»- 
tiooed. 

It  is  now  contended  that  the  power  in  question  belongs  to 
the  States  iti  virtue  of  their  original  and  unsurrendered  sove- 
reignty ;  in  virtue  of  those  great  conservative  powers  which  all 
governments  must  have,  exercise,  and  maintain  for  their  own 
protection  and  preservation  ;  iioweitf  which,  in  the  language 
of  Mr.  Madison,  (Federalist,  No.  46,)  "extend  to  all  the  ob- 

i'ects,  which  in  the  ordinary  course  of  afTiiirs,  concern  the  lives, 
iberties,  and  properties  of  the  people,  and  the  internal  order, 
improvement,  and  prosperity  of  the  State." 

In  the  Gity  of  New  York  v.  Miln,  (11  Pet..  139,)  the  court 
say,  "that  a  State  has  the  ^anie  undeniable,  and  unlimited 
jurisdiction  over  all  persons  and  things  within  its  territoiial 
16 
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limits  as  any  foreign  nation,  when  that  jurisdiction  is  not  sur- 
rendered or  restrained  by  the  Constitutiun  of  the  United 
States,"  &c. 

It  has  been  before  remarked,  that  slavery  exists  to  a  limited 
extent  in  the  State  of  Illinois  j  nevertheless,  it  is  the  settled 
policy  of  the  State  to  disooorage  the  institution,  as  also  a  free 
neero  population.  By  numerous  acts  of  legislation,  before 
and  since  the  present  constitution,  it  has  been  made  penal  to 
introduce  negroes  from  other  States,  except  upon  severe  con* 
ditions.  Negroes  have  been  and  continue  to  be  regarded  as 
constituting  a  vagabond  population ;  and  to  prevent  their 
influx  into  the  State,  restrictive  laws  have  been  from  time  to 
time  passed.  In  connection  with  this  regulation  is  to  be  found 
the  law  in  question,  prohibiting  persons  within  the  State  from 
harboring  or  secreting  fugitive  negro  slaves.  The  question 
whether  a  State  may  not  prohibit  its  citizens  from  harboring 
or  protecting  felons,  fugitives  from  other  countries,  is  the  same 
with  this.  It  is  'possible  that  some  new  State  might  j-^.g 
become  a  country  of  refuge  for  the  accused  and  con-  '- 
victed  outcasts  of  older  and  stronger  governments ;  would 
(hat  State  be  compelled  to  receive  ana  welcome  the  moral 
pestilence?  Cert^nly  not;  the  right  of  aelf-preservation, 
necessary  to  all  governments,  would  justify  any  act  required 
to  repel  them  from  her  borders. 

It  was  upon  this  principle,  as  a  sovereign  power  in  the  State, 
that  this  court  sustMned  the  law  of  New  York,  intended  to 
prevent  the  influx  of  a  pauper  and  v^abond  population  at 
the  port  of  New  York.  CV*y  of  New  York  v.  Miln  (11  Pet., 
142).  In  which  case  the  court  say,  "  We  think  it  as  compe- 
tent and  as  necessary  for  a  State  to  provide  precautionary 
measures  against  the  moral  pestilence  of  paupers  and  vaga- 
bonds, and  poBsibly  convicts,  as  it  is  to  guard  against  uie 
physical  pestilence  which  may  arise  from  unsound  and  infec- 
tious articles  imported,  or  from  a  ship  the  crew  of  which  may 
be  laboring  under  an  infectious  disease." 

It  was  in  favor  of  this  same  power  that  the  court,  in  Prigg 
V.  Penngylvania,  (16  Pet.,  625,)  qualify  the  general  terms  of 
their  opinion, — "  To  guard,  however,  i^inst  any  possible  mis- 
construction of  our  views,  it  is  proper  to  state  that  we  are  by 
no  means  to  be  understood,  in  any  manner  whatsoever,  to 
doubt  or  to  interfere  with  the  police  power  belonging  to  the 
States,  in  virtue  of  their  general  sovereignty,"  &c. 

The  State  may  arrest,  restrain,  and  even  remove  from  its 
borders,  the  fugitive  slave,  and  so  long  as  the  rights  of  the 
owner  are  not  interfered  with,  it  is  a  constitutional  exercise 
of  power.     If,  then,  the  greater  power  exists,  that  over  the 
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person  of  the  slave,  for  the  purpose  of  police,  certainly  the 
lesser  power,  that  over  the  citizen,  pieveutiag  him  from  har- 
boring, secretin?,  or  protecting  the  slave,  for  like  purposes  of 
police,  will  not  oe  deuied. 

It  will  be  perceived  that  this  view  of  the  case  settles  tbe 
point  made  in  tbe  opposing  argument,  that  the  law  of  Illinois 
18  a  violation  of  the  Federal  and  State  ConBtitutions,  which 
prohibit  two  punishments  for  one  offence.  A  legal  offence  is 
the  breach  of  a  law.  Eels,  in  harboring  a  fugitive  slave, 
violated  a  law  of  this  State,  by  interfering  with  its  internal 
policy.  He  also  violated  a  law  of  Congress,  by  interfering 
with  the  rights  of  the  slave-owner  secured  by  the  Constitu- 
tion. The  one  act  constitutes  two  distinct  offences  against 
the  several  laws  of  distinct  jurisdictions.  Within  the  same 
jurisdiction  one  act  frequently  constitutes  several  offences,  as 
in  the  familiar  cases  of  assaults,  libels,  and  other  personal  in- 
juries, which  are  offences  against  the  persons  injured,  and  at  the 
same  time  offences  agauist  the  government ;  and  the  different 
«..-.  offences  may  Be  separately  tried,  'and  separately  pun- 
-'  ished.  The  constitutional  provision  is  not,  that  no 
person  shall  be  subject,  for  the  same  act,  to  be  twice  put  in 
jeopardy  of  life  or  limb  ;  but  for  the  same  offence,  the  same 
violation  of  law,  no  person's  life  or  limb  shall  be  twice  put  in 
jeopardy. 

Mr.  Justice  ORIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  indicted  and  convicted  under  the 
criminfd  code  of  Illinois  for  "harboring  and  secreting  a  negro 
slave."  The  record  was  removed  by  writ  of  error  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  that  State ;  and  it  was  there  contended,  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that  the  judgment  and  convic- 
tion should  be  reversed,  because  the  statute  of  Illinois,  upon 
which  the  indictment  was  founded,  is  void,  by  reason  of  its 
being  in  conflict  with  that  article  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  which  declares  "  that  no  person  held  to  labor 
or  service  in  one  State,  under  tbe  laws  thereof,  escaping  into 
another,  shall,  in  consequence  of  any  law  or  regulation  therein, 
be  discharged  from  such  service  or  labor,  but  shall  be  delivered 
up  on  claim  of  the  party  to  whom  such  labor  may  be  due." 
And,  also,  because  said  statute  is  in  conflict  with  the  act  of 
Congress  on  the  same  subject. 

That  this  record  presents  a  case  of  which  this  court  has 
jurisdiction  under  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  judiciary  act, 
18  not  disputed. 

The  statute  of  Illinois,  whose  validity  is  called  in  question, 
ii  contained  in  the  149th  section  of  the  Criminal  Code,  and  is 
18 
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as  follows :  "  If  any  person  shall  harbor  or  secrete  any  negro, 
mulatto,  or  person  of  color,  the  same  being  a  slave  or  servant 
owing  service  oi  labor  to  any  other  peisons,  whether  they  re- 
side in  this  State  or  in  any  other  State  or  territory,  or  district, 
within  the  limits  and  under  the  juriBdiction  of  the  United 
States,  or  shall  in  any  wise  hinder  or  prevent  the  lawful 
owner  or  owners  of  such  slaves  or  servants  from  retaking 
them,  in  a  lawful  manner,  every  such  person  so  offending  shaU 
be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  fined  not  exceeding 
five  hundred  dollars,  or  imprisoned  not  exceeding  six  months. 

The  bill  of  indictment,  framed  under  this  statute,  contains 
four  counts.  The  first  charges  that  *'  Richard  Eels,  a  certain 
negro  slave,  owing  service  to  one  C.  D.,  of  the  State  of  Mis- 
souri, did  unlawmlly  secrete,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute,"  &c. 

2.  That  he  harbored  the  same. 

8.  For  unlawfully  secreting  a  negro  owing  labor  in  the 
State  of  Missouri  to  one  C.  D.,  which  said  negro  had  secretly 
fied  &om  said  State  and  from  said  C.  D. 

4.   For  unlawfully  preventing  C.  D.,  the  lawful  owner  of 
said  *8lave,  from  retaking  him  in  a  lawful  manner,  by     f„Q 
secreting  the  said  negro,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the     ^ 
statute,  &c. 

In  view  of  this  section  of  the  Criminal  Code  of  Illinois,  and 
this  indictment  founded  on  it,  we  are  unable  to  discover  any 
thing  which  confiicts  with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  or  the  legislation  of  Congress  on  the 
subject  of  fugitives  from  labor.  It  does  not  interfere  in  any 
manner  with  the  owner  or  claimant  in  the  exercise  of  his 
right  to  arrest  and  recapture  his  slave.  It  neither  interrupts, 
delays,  or  impedes  the  right  of  the  master  to  immediate  pos- 
session. It  gives  no  immunity  or  protection  to  the  fugitive 
against  the  claim  of  bis  master.  It  acts  neither  on  the 
master  nor  bis  slave ;  on  his  right  or  his  remedy.  It  pre- 
scribes a  rule  of  conduct  for  the  citizens  of  Illinois.  It  is  but 
the  exercise  of  the  power  which  every  State  is  admitted  to 
possess,  of  defining  offences  and  punishing  offenders  against 
its  laws.  The  power  to  make  municipal  regulations  for  the 
restraint  and  punishment  of  crime,  for  the  preservation  of  the 
health  and  morals  of  her  citizens,  and  of  the  public  peace,  has 
never  been  surrendered  by  the  States,  or  restrained  by  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  In  the  exercise  of  this 
power,  which  has  been  denominated  the  police  power,  a  State 
baa  a  right  to  make  it  a  penal  offence  to  introduce  paupers, 
oriininus,  or  fugitive  slaves,  within  their  borders,  and  punish 
thoM  who  thwart  this  policy  by  harboring,  concealing,  or  »• 

19 


18  SUPREME  COURT. 

Moore  i-.  The  People  of  the  State  of  IlUnoit. 

creting  aucli  persons.  Some  of  the  States,  coterminous  with 
those  who  tolerate  slavery,  have  found  it  necessary  to  protect 
themselves  against  the  influx  either  of  liberated  or  fuffitive 
slaves,  and  to  lepel  froni  their  soil  a  population  likely  to 
become  burdensume  and  injurious,  either  as  paupers  or  crim- 
inals. 

Experience  has  shown,  also,  that  the  results  of  such  con- 
duct as  that  prohibited  by  the  statute  in  question  are  not 
only  to  demoralize  their  citizens  who  live  in  daily  and  open 
disregard  of  the  duties  imposed  upou  them  by  the  Constitu- 
tion and  laws,  but  to  destroy  the  harmony  and  hiud  feeliugs 
which  should  esiat  between  citizens  of  this  Union,  to  create 
border  feuds  and  biltcr  animosities,  and  to  cause  breaches  of 
the  peace,  violent  assaults,  riots,  and  murder.  No  one  can 
deny  or  doubt  the  light  of  a  State  to  defend  itself  against 
evils  of  such  magnitude,  and  punieh  those  who  perversely 
persist  in  conduct  whicli  promotes  them. 

As  this  statute  does  not  impede  the  master  in  the  exercise 
of  bis  rigbts,  so  neither  does  it  interfere  to  aid  or  assist  him. 
If  a  State,  in  the  exercise  of  its  legitimate  powers  in  promo- 
tion of  its  policy  of  excluding  an  unacceptable  population, 
should  thus  indirectly  benefit  the  master  of  a  fugitive,  no  one 
a^Q-.  has  a  right  to  "complain  that  it  has,  thus  far  at  least, 
-I  fulfilled  a  duty  assumed  or  imposed  by  its  compact  as 
a  member  of  the  Union. 

But  though  we  are  of  opinion  that  such  is  the  character, 
policy,  and  intention  of  the  statute  in  question,  and  that  for 
this  reason  alone  the  power  of  the  Stat«  to  make  and  enforce 
such  a  law  cannot  be  doubted,  yet  we  would  not  wish  it 
to  be  inferred,  by  any  implication  from  what  we  have  said, 
that  any  legislation  of  a  State  to  aid  and  assist  the  claimant, 
and  which  does  not  directly  nor  indirectly  delay,  impede,  or 
frustrate  the  reclamation  of  a  fugitive,  or  interfere  with  the 
claimant  in  the  prosecution  of  his  other  remedies,  is  necessa- 
rily void.  This  question  has  not  been  before  the  court,  and 
cannot  be  decided  in  anticipation  of  future  cases. 

It  has  been  urged  that  this  act  is  void,  as  it  subjects  the 
delinquent  to  a  double  punishment  for  a  single  offence.  But 
we  think  that  neither  the  fact  assumed  in  this  proposition, 
nor  the  inference  from  it,  will  be  found  to  be  correct.  The 
offences  for  which  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  12th  Feb- 
ruary, 1798,  subjects  the  delinquent  to  a  fine  of  five  hundred 
dollars,  are  different  in  many  respects  from  those  defined  by 
the  statute  of  Illinois.  The  act  of  Congress  contemplates  re- 
capture and  reclamation,  and  punishes  those  who  interfere 
with  the  master  in  the  exercise  of  this  right — first,  by  oh- 
20 
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structing  or  hindering  the  claimant  in  his  endeavors  to  seize 
and  arrest  the  fugitive ;  secondly,  by  rescuing  the  fugitive 
when  arrested ;  ana,  thirdly,  by  harboring  or  concealing  him 
after  notice. 

But  the  act  of  Illinois,  having  for  ita  object  the  prevention 
of  the  immigration  of  such  persons,  punishes  the  harboring 
or  secreting  negro  slaves,  whether  domestic  -or  foreign,  and 
without  regard  to  the  master's  desire  either  to  reclaim  or 
abandon  them.  The  fine  imposed  is  not  given  to  the  master, 
as  the  party  injured,  hut  to  the  State,  as  a  penalty  for  diso- 
bedience to  its  laws.  And  if  the  fine  inflicted  by  the  act  of 
Congress  had  been  made  recoverable  by  indictment,  the 
offence,  aa  stated  in  any  one  of  the  counts  of  the  bill  before 
us,  would  not  iidve  iiupported  such  an  indictment.  Even  the 
last  couut,  which  charges  the  plaintiiF  in  error  with  "unlaw- 
fully preventing  C.  D.,  the  lawful  owner,  from  retaking  the 
negro  slave,"  as  it  does  not  allege  notice,  does  not  describe 
an  offence  punishable  by  the  act  of  Congress. 

But  admitting  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  may  be  liable  to 
an  action  under  the  act  of  Congress,  for  the  same  acts  of  har- 
boring and  preventing  the  owner  from  retaking  his  slave,  it 
does  not  follow  that  he  would  be  twice  punished  for  the  same 
offence.  An  offence,  in  its  legal  signiiication,  means  the 
transgression  of  a  law.  A  man  may  be  compelled  to  make 
reparation  in  'damages  to  the  injured  party,  and  be  j-^af. 
liable  also  to  punishment  for  a  breach  of  the  public  *- 
peace,  in  consequence  of  the  same  act ;  and  may  he  said,  in 
common  parlance,  to  be  twice  punished  for  the  same  offence. 
Every  citizen  of  tlie  United  States  is  also  a  citizen  of  a  State 
or  territory.  He  may  be  said  to  owe  allegiance  to  two  sov- 
ereigns, and  may  be  liable  to  punishment  for  an  infraction  of 
the  Taws  of  either.  The  same  act  may  he  an  offence  or  trans- 
gression of  the  laws  of  both.  Thus,  an  assault  upon  the 
marshal  of  the  United  States,  and  hindering  him  in  the  exe- 
cution of  legal  process,  is  a  high  offence  against  the  United 
States,  for  which  the  perpetrator  is  liable  to  punishment ; 
and  the  same  act  may  he  also  a  gross  breach  of  the  peace  of 
the  State,  a  riot,  assault,  or  a  murder,  and  subject  the  same 
person  to  a  punishment,  under  the  State  laws,  for  a  misde- 
meanor or  felony.  That  either  or  both  may  (if  they  see  fit) 
punish  such  an  offender,  cannot  be  doubted.  Yet  it  cannot 
be  truly  averred  that  the  offender  has  been  twice  punished 
for  the  same  offence ;  but  only  that  by  one  act  he  has  com- 
mitted two  offences,  for  each  of  which  he  is  justly  punishable. 
He  could  not  plead  the  punishment  by  one  in  bar  to  a  con- 
viction by  the  other ;  consequently,  this  court  has  decided, 
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in  the  case  of  Fox  v.  The  State  of  Ohio,  (6  How.,  482,)  that 
a  State  may  punish  the  ofTeuce  of  uttering  or  passing  false 
coin,  as  a  cheat  or  fraud  piactiaed  on  its  citizens;  and,  in  the 
case  of  the  United  Statet  v.  Mangold,  (9  How.,  560,)  that 
Congress,  in  the  proper  exercise  of  its  authority,  may  punish 
the  same  act  as  an  offence  against  the  United  States. 

It  has  been  urged,  in  the  ai^ument  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  that  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment  in  this  case 
will  conflict  with  the  decision  of  thia  court  iu  the  case  of 
Prigg  t.  The  Commonwealth  of  Penntylvania,  16  Pet.,  540, 
This,  we  think,  is  a  mistake. 

The  questions  presented  and  decided  in  that  case  differed 
entirely  from  those  which  affect  the  present.  Prigg,  with 
full  power  and  authority  from  the  owner,  had  arrested  a  fugi- 
tive slave  in  Pennsylvania,  and  taken  her  to  her  master  in 
Maryland.  For  this  he  was  indicted  and  convicted  under  ft 
statute  of  Pennsylvania,  making  it  a  felony  to  take  and 
carry  away  any  negro  or  mulatto  for  the  purpose  of  detaining 
them  as  elaves. 

The  following  questions  were  presented  by  the  case  and 
decided  by  the  court : — 

1.  That,  under  and  in  virtue  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  the  owner  of  a  slave  is  clothed  with  entire 
authority,  in  every  State  in  the  Union,  to  seize  and  recapture 
his  slave,  wherever  he  can  do  it  without  illegal  violence  or  a 
breach  of  the  peace. 

,n,.|         *2.  That  the  government  is  clothed  with  appropri- 
-1     ate  authority  and  functions  to  enforce  the  delivery,  on 
claim  of  the  owner,  and  has  properly  exercised  it  in  the  act 
of  Congress  of  12th  February,  1793. 

S.  That  any  State  law  or  regulation  which  interrupts,  im- 
pedes, limits,  embarrasses,  delays,  or  postpones  the  right  of 
the  owner  to  the  immediate  possession  of  the  slave,  and  the 
immediate  command  of  his  service,  is  void. 

We  have  in  this  case  assumed  the  correctness  of  these  doc- 
trines ;  and  it  will  be  found  that  the  grounds  on  which  this 
case  is  decided  were  fully  recognized  in  that.  "We  enter- 
tain," say  the  court,  (pa«e  625,)  "  no  doubt  whatsoever,  that 
the  States,  in  virtue  of  their  general  police  power,  possess 
full  jurisdiction  to  arrest  and  restrain  runaway  slaves,  and 
remove  them  from  their  borders,  and  otherwise  to  secure 
themselves  gainst  their  depredations  and  evil  example,  as 
they  certainly  may  do  in  cases  of  idlers,  vagabonds,  and  pau- 
pers. The  rights  of  the  owners  of  fugitive  slaves  are  in  no 
just  sense  interfered  with  or  r^ulated  by  such  a  course ;  and, 
in  many  eases,  the  operatioDS  of  the  police  power,  although 


DECEMBEB  TEBU,  1852. 


Moore  v.  The  People  of  the  Stale  of  Illinoit. 


designed  essentially  for  other  purposes, — for  the  protection, 
safety,  and  pence  of  the  State, — may  essentially  promote  and 
uid  the  iitterestii  of  the  owners.  But  such  regulations  can 
uever  be  permitted  to  interfere  with  or  to  obstruct  the  juat 
rights  of  the  owner  to  reclaim  his  slave,  derived  from  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  or  with  the  remedies  pre- 
soribed  by  Congreas  to  aid  aud  enforce  the  same." 

Upon  these  grounds,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  act  of  Illi- 
nois, upon  which  this  indictment  is  founded,  is  oonstitutional, 
and  therefore  affirm  the  judgment. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN. 

In  the  case  of  Pngg  v.  The  Commonieealth  of  Pennfylvamo, 
the  police  power  of  the  States  was  not  denied,  but  admitted. 
This  court  held,  in  Fox  v.  The  State  of  Ohio,  (5  How.,  410,) 
that  a  person  might  be  punished  under  a  law  of  the  State  for 
passing  cuuntei-feit  coin,  although  the  same  offence  was  pun- 
ishable under  the  act  of  Congress,  aud,  consequently,  that 
the  conviction  and  punishment  under  the  State  law  would 
be  no  bar  to  a  prosecution  under  the  law  of  Congress.  In 
that  case  I  dissented,  and  gave  at  lai^e  the  grounds  of  mj 
dissent. 

As  the  case  now  before  us  involves  the  same  principle  aa 
was  ruled  in  that  case,  I  again  dissent  for  the  reasous  then 
given,  and  I  deem  it  unnecessary  now  to  repeat  them. 

It  is  contrary  to  the  nature  and  genius  of  our  government, 
to  punish  an  individual  twice  for  the  same  offence.  Where 
the  jurisdiction  is  clearly  vested  in  the  Federal  Government, 
and  *an  adequate  punishment  has  been  provided  by  it  pnAo 
for  an  offence,  no  State,  it  appears  to  me,  can  punish  ^ 
the  same  act.  The  assertion  of  such  a  power  involves  the 
right  of  a  State  t«  punish  all  offences  punishable  under  the 
acts  of  Congress.  This  would  practically  disregard,  if  it  did 
not  destroy,  this  important  branch  of  criminal  justice,  clearly 
vested  in  the  Federal  Government.  The  exercise  of  such  a 
power  by  the  States  would,  in  effect,  he  a  violation  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  the  Constitution  of 
the  respective  States.  They  all  provide  against  a  second 
punishment  for  the  same  act.'  It  is  no  satisfactory  answer  to 
this,  to  say  that  the  States  and  Federal  Government  consti- 
tute different  sovereignties,  and,  consequently,  may  each 
punish  offenders  under  its  own  law. 

It  is  true,  the  criminal  laivs  of  the  Federal  and  State  Govern- 
ments emanate  from  different  sovereignties ;  but  they  operate 
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upoD  the  same  people,  and  should  have  the  same  end  in  viev. 
la  this  respect,  the  Federal  government,  though  sovereign 
within  the  limitation  of  its  powers,  may  iu  some  sense,  Be 
considered  as  the  agent  of  the  States,  to  provide  for  the  gen- 
eral welfare,  by  punishing  ofTences  under  its  own  laws  within 
its  jurisdiction.  It  is  believed  that  no  government,  regulated 
by  laws,  punishes  twice  ciiminally  the  same  act.  And  I 
deeply  regret  that  our  government  should  be  an  exception  to 
a  great  principle  of  action,  sanctioned  by  humanity  and  jus- 
tice. 

It  seems  to  me  it  would  be  as  unsatisfactory  to  an  indi- 
vidual as  it  would  be  illegal,  to  say  to  him  that  he  must  sub- 
mit to  a  second  punishment  for  the  same  act,  because  it  is 
punishable  as  well  under  the  State  laws,  as  under  the  laws  of 
the  Federal  Government.  It  is  true  he  lives  under  the  offit 
of  both  laws ;  and  though  he  might  yield  to  the  power,  he 
would  not  be  satisfied  with  the  logic  or  justice  of  the  argu- 
ment. 

OBDBB. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  irom  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  and 
was  argued  by  counsel.  On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now 
here  ordered  and  adjudged  by  this  court,  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Bald  Supreme  Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is 
hereby,  affirmed,  with  costs. 


*2S1    *^^^^^^^^    Kanouse,  Plaintiff    ik   ebbob,  v. 
J  John  M.  Martin. 


Where  a  motion  wai  made,  under  tbe  12tb  lectioD  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  to 
remove  a  cause  from  a  State  Court  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  tbe  United 
Statei,  Qotwithitaiiding  which  tlie  State  Court  retained  copiizance  of  die 
ca«e,  and  it  nu  ultimately  brought  to  thii  court  tmder  the  26th  loction  of 
the  Judiciary  Act,  a  notion  to  diatniss  it  for  want  of  Juriidiction  cannot  be 
(ustaioed.    The  queition  will  remain  to  be  decided  upon  die  fuli  hearing  of 


'  a.  c,  15  How.,  198.     Citbd.   In-     Uniim  Bank  -r.  IMgt,  18  Vr.  (N  J.), 
uiraia  Co.  V.  Dimn.   19  Wall.,  224;     320. 
Sdmrdt  r.  BIUeU,21  Id.,  662;  A'of. 
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A  MOTION  TT&a  made  by  Mr,  Martin,  to  dismiss  this  case, 
which  was  ai^ued  by  himself  and  Mr.  Oarr. 

The  circumatances,  upon  which  the  motion  was  based,  are  ' 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error,  directed  to  the  Superior  Court  of 
the  City  of  New  York,  and  a  motion  has  been  made  by  the 
defendant  in  error  to  dismiss  it  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

The  record  shows  that  a  suit  was  brought  by  the  defend- 
ant in  error  gainst  the  plaintiff,  in  the  State  Court  above 
mentioned ;  the  former  being  a  citizen  of  New  York,  and  the 
latter  a  citizen  of  New  Jersey.  The  plaintiff  in  error,  at  the 
time  of  entering  his  appearance  in  the  State  Court,  filed  his 
petition,  stating  the  citizenship  of  the  parties,  and  praying 
for  the  removal  of  the  cause  fur  trial  into  the  next  Circuit 
Court,  to  be  held  in  the  district  where  the  said  suit  was  pend- 
ing ;  and,  at  the  same  time,  offered  good  and  sufficient  Becnr- 
ity  for  his  entering  in  such  court,  on  the  first  day  of  the  ses- 
sion, copies  of  the  process  against  him,  and  also  for  his  then 
appearing  and  entering  special  bail  in  the  cause. 

The  State  Court,  however,  refused  t^^)  permit  the  cause  to 
be  removed ;  and  after  the  petition  was  filed  and  the  bond 
given,  proceeded  in  the  case,  and  finally  gave  judgment 
against  the  plaintiff  in  error  for  the  sum  of  money  mentioned 
in  the  record.  Various  proceedings,  it  appears,  were  after- 
wards bad  in  the  appellate  courts  of  the  State,  in  relation  to 
this  judgment,  but  the  decision  in  these  courts  was  also 
against  the  plaintiff  in  error ;  and  the  jud^ent  rendered  in 
the  Superior  Court  of  the  City  of  New  York,  still  remains 
there  and  is  in  full  force,  if  that  court  had  jurisidiction  of  the 
case  after  the  application  to  remove  it. 

The  case  then,  as  it  stands  on  the  motion,  is  this:  The 
plaintiff  in  error  claimed  the  right  to  remove  this  cause  from 
the  State  Court  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States, 
imder  the  12th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789.  The 
right  claimed  was  denied  by  the  State  Court,  which  retained 
the  case,  and  proceeded  to  give  a  final  judgment  ^^inst  him. 

*It  is  therefore  precisely  one  of  the  cases  enumerated  rmoA 
in  the  25th  section  of  the  act  of  1789,  in  which  jurisdic-  '- 
tion  is  conferred  upon  this  court,  and  in  which  the  judgment 
of  the  State  Court  may  be  reviewed  upon  writ  of  error.  For 
the  construction  of  an  act  of  Congress  was  drawn  in  question, 
and  the  decision  of  the  court  was  against  the  right  claimed 
onder  it,  by  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
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As  to  tlie  authority  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  City  of 
New  York  to  retain  the  case,  and  the  validity  or  invalidity  of 
its  proceedings  and  judgment,  after  the  motion  to  remove; 
that  question,  iiccording  to  the  practice  of  the  court,  will 
stand  for  hearing  when  the  case  is  reached  in  the  regular  call 
of  the  docket.  But  the  motion  to  dismiss,  for  want  of  juris- 
diction in  this  court,  is  overruled. 


On  consideration  of  the  motion,  made  on  a  prior  day  of  the 
present  term  of  this  court,  to  dismiss  this  writ  of  error,  and 
of  the  argument  of  counsel  thereupon  had,  as  well  in  support 
of  as  against  the  motion,  it  is  now  here  ordered  by  the  court 
that  the  said  motion  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  overruled. 


Ex  PARTE  William  Many. 

Wliere  there  wu  a  blank  in  the  record  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  the  t&XBtian  of 
the  coita  recovered  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  judgment  beine  affirmed  bj 
thU  Court,  a  mandate  with  the  same  blank  went  down  to  the  Circuit  Cowl; 
and  •  motion  wm  there  made  to  upen  the  original  judgment  for  the  punioae 
of  taxing  the  cost*,  which  motion  wu  refused  by  the  court,  such  reiDMl 
cannot  be  reached  by  a  manrfannu  from  this  court. 

The  refuasl  of  the  court  wai  not  a  miniilerial  act,  but  an  exerciae  of  judicial 
dltCKtion.  ThiB  court  could  iatue  a  manifaintu  tor  the  Circuit  Court  to 
proceed  to  Judgment,  bat  such  a  writ  would  not  be  appropriate  to  the 
preaeut  caae.' 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

A  motion  has  been  made  for  a  rule  on  the  District  Judge 
of  the  Massachusetts  District,  to  show  cause  why  he  should 
not  proceed  to  adjudicate  and  allow  the  petitioner's  costs  in 
an  action  at  law  in  the  Circuit  Court.  The  rule  is  moved  for 
upon  the  District  Judge,  because  he  alone  was  holding  the 
Circuit  Court  when  the  decision  was  made  which  has  given 
rise  to  this  application. 

The  case  is  this :  Many  recovered  a  judgment  in  the  Cir- 
*2A1  ^'^'^  'Court  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts  against 
-I  Sizer  and  others,  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  r^ht. 
The  judgment  was  entered  in  the  following  wori^ : — 
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"It  iB  thereupon  considered  by  the  court,  that  the  eaid 
Willi&m  V.  Mauy  recover  gainst  the  said  George  W.  and 
Henry  Sizer  the  sum  of  seventeen  hundred  aud  thirty-three 
dollars  and  Beventy-five  cent«  damages  and  costs  of  suit  taxed 
at 

The  judgment  was  rendered  in  1848 ;  and  upon  writ  of 
error  brought  by  the  defendants,  it  was  ^rmed  in  this  court 
at  December  term,  1851.  The  costs  were  not  taxed  in  the 
Circuit  Court  before  the  removal,  and  the  blank  left  for  tliem 
remained  unfilled  when  the  judgment  waa  afBrmed.  The 
usual  mandate  issued  to  the  Circuit  Court  to  carry  the  judg- 
ment into  execution,  and  the  blank  space  for  costs  was  neces- 
sarily left  in  the  mandate,  in  order  to  conform  to  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  as  it  appeared  in  the  transcript 
transmitted  to  this  court. 

Upon  the  return  of  the  case  to  the  Circuit  Court,  the 
coun&el  for  the  plaintiff  moved  that  his  costs  be  taxed  by  the 
clerk  as  and  for  the  October  term,  1848,  and  that  an  order  be 
made  amending  the  record  of  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court  so  as  to  insert  therein  the  amount  of  the  taxation,  and 
that  an  execution  on  the  judgment  so  amended  be  issued. 

The  court  refused  ta  allow  the  amendment  to  be  made,  and 
overruled  the  motion.  And  we  think  its  judgment,  whether 
it  be  correct  or  not,  cannot  be  revised  in  the  form  of  proceed- 
ing moved  for  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff.  The  decision  of  the 
Circuit  Court  was  not  a  mere  miniBteiial  act.  It  was  the 
decision  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  made  in  the 
exercise  of  judicial  authority  and  discretion.  This  court 
might  unquestionably  issue  a  mandamus  to  the  court  below 
to  proceed  to  judgment.  But  in  this  case  the  court  has  pro- 
ceeded to  judgment,  upon  the  question  submitted  for  its  de- 
cision. And  whether  that  judgment  be  erroneous  or  not. 
this  court  has  not  jurisdiction  to  reexamine  it  in  a  pro- 
ceeding by  mandamut. 

The  motion  for  a  rule  to  show  cause  must  therefore  be 
ovenuled  for  want  of  jorisdiction. 

27 


SUPREME  COL'HT. 
Brown  et«l.  v.  A*pdeD  el  nl. 


John   A.   Bbowit,   Admhhistratob   of   John   Aspden, 

DECBABBD,   BT  AL.,   APFBLLANTS,  V.    MaTHIAS    AsPDBK'S 
AdMINISTBATORS  BT  AL. 

A  reiTgument  of  l  ciue  decided  bj  thii  conn  trill  not  be  granted,  uoleii  « 
member  of  the  i^ourt.  who  concurred  in  the  judgment,  deiires  it ;  and  when 
thu  IE  the  CMC,  it  will  lie  ordered  without  waiting  for  the  application  of 
conniel.' 

,2g-i     "And  thii  is  lo,  whether  the  decree  of  the  court  below  was  afBrmcd  by 

^"^J  an  equally  divided  court  or  a  majority;  or  whether  the  case  ii  one 
at  common  law  or  cliancery . 

The  rules  of  the  Engliih  Court  of  Chancery  have  not  been  adopted  by  this 
court.  Those  which  are  applicable  to  a  court  of  original  Jurisdiction,  are 
not  appropriate  to  an  appellate  court. 

This  was  an  appeal  horn  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania,  and  was  the 
conclusion  of  the  case  of  Agpden  et  al.  v.  Nixon  et  al.,  reported 
in  4  How.,  467. 

It  was  affirmed  by  a  divided  court  in  December,  1852 ;  and 
in  February,  1853,  a  petition  for  a  rehearing  was  filed  by  the 
appellants. 

Upon  which  petition  Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court. 

A  motion  has  been  made  for  a  rehearing  in  this  case,  and 
we  have  been  referred  to  the  practice  of  the  English  Chan- 
cery Court  in  support  of  the  application.  The  argument 
presupposes  that  this  court,  in  cases  in  equity,  has  adopted 
the  rules  and  practice  of  the  English  chancery.  But  this  is  a 
mistake.  The  English  chancery  is  a  court  of  original  juris- 
diction ;  and  this  court  is  sitting  as  an  appellate  tribunal.  It 
would  be  imjiossible.  from  the  nature  and  office  of  the  two 
tribunals,  to  adopt  the  same  rules  of  practice  in  both. 

Nothing  could  show  this  more  strongly  than  the  present 
application.     By  the  established  rules  of  chancery  practice, 

1  Cited.  Public  SchooU  v.  WaH-er,  9  otherwise  not.  But  such  petition  can- 
Wall.,  604;  ^eiW<  v. /'ronH/n  Couni;,  not  be  filed  after  the  term  at  which 
14  Id.,  22;  Amer.  Diimond  Rorl-  Bar-  the  judgement  was  rendered.  Brooki 
,Hg  Co.  T.  Sheldon,  6  Bann.  &  A.,  292.  v.  Jiailrixi<i  Co..  U  Otto,  107.  In  New 
S.  P.  L-iuttd  SlaUi  T.  Knighl,  1  Black,  York  a  re-Brgumtnt  will  only  be 
468.  In  Public  Schooli  v.  Waiter,  9  ((ranted  where  some  qnettion  decisiTe 
Wall.,  tl03,  it  is  laid  down  that  if  the  of  the  case  and  duly  submitted  by 
<'Ourt  does  not,  of  its  own  motion,  counsel  was  orerlooked,  or  where  the 
order  a  re-bearing,  counsel  may  sub-  decision  is  in  cnnlllct  with  an  express 
init  without  argument,  a  brief  written  statute  or  a  controlling  decision,  to 
or  printed  petition  or  suggestion  of  which  attention  was  not  called  by 
the  point  or  points  which  are  deemed  counsel.  Banks  v.  Carter,  T  Daly, 
important,  and  if  any  Judge  who  con-  417.  S.  P.  Freeman  y.  FWcontr,  44 
curred  in  the  opinion  thinks  proper  to  Superior,  G79. 
move  for  a  re-liearing,  it  may  be  had. 
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a  rehearing,  in  the  sense  in  which  that  term  is  used  in  pro- 
ceedings in  equity,  cannot  be  allowed  after  the  decree  is  en- 
rolled, li  the  party  desires  it,  it  muet  be  applied  for  before 
the  enrolment.  But  no  appeal  will  lie  to  the  proper  appel- 
late tribunal,  until  after  it  is  enrolled,  either  actually  or  by 
construction  of  law.  And,  consequently,  the  time  for  a  re- 
hearing must  have  gone  by  before  an  appeal  could  be  taken. 
In  the  House  of  l^ords,  in  England,  tu  which  the  appeal  lies 
from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  a  reheuiug  ib  altogether  un- 
known. A  reai^ument,  indeed,  may  be  ordered,  if  the 
house  desires  it,  lor  its  own  satisfaction.  But  the  chancery 
rules  in  relation  to  rehearings,  iii  the  technical  sense  of  the 
word,  sLto  altogether  inapplicable  to  the  proceedings  on  the 
appeal. 

Undoubtedly  this  court  may  and  would  call  for  a  reai^u- 
ment,  where  doubts  are  entertained  which  it  is  supposed  may 
be  removed  by  further  discussion  at  the  bar.  And  this  may 
be  done  after  judgment  is  entered,  provided  the  order  for  re- 
argument  is  entered  at  the  same  term.^  But  the  rule  of  the 
court  is  this, — that  no  reai^ument  will  be  beard  in  any  case 
after  judgment  is  'entered,  unless  some  member  of  the  i-.g- 
court  who  concurred  in  the  judgment  afterwards  '- 
doubta  the  correctness  of  bis  opinion,  and  desires  a  further 
argument  on  the  subject.  And  when  that  happens,  the 
court  will,  of  its  own  .accord,  apprise  the  counsel  of  its 
wishes,  and  designate  the  points  on  which  it  desires  to  hear 
tbem. 

There  is  certainly  nothing  in  the  history  of  the  English 
Court  of  Chancery  to  induce  this  court  to  aidopt  rules  in  re- 
lation to  rearguments,  analogous  to  the  chancery  practice 
upon  applications  for  a  rehearing.  According  to  the  general 
practice  of  that  court,  one  rehearing,  where  the  application 
has  been  sanctioned  by  the  signature  of  two  counsel,  is  a 
matter  of  cours^.  And  this  facility  in  obtaining  one  rehear- 
ing, has  naturally  led  to  others,  and  in  cases  of  interest  or 
difficulty,  two,  or  even  three,  rehearings  have  sometimes  been 
allowed,  under  the  special  leave  of  tne  court,  before  the  de- 
cree was  enrolled,  and,  consequently,  before  it  could  be 
removed  to  the  House  of  Lords.  The  natural  result  of  this 
practice  is  to  produce  some  degree  of  carelessness  in  the  first 
argument,  and  hesitation  and  indecision  in  the  court.  But 
the  great  evil  is  in  the  enormous  expenses  occasioued  by 
these  repeated  hearings,  and  the  delays  which  it  produces  in 
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the  decision,  which  often  prove  ruinous  to  hoth  parties  before 
the  linal  decree  is  pronouuced.  Nor  in  tlie  itiiacliief  coufiiied 
to  the  particular  euit  in  which  such  pruceediugs  and  delays 
are  permitted  to  take  place.  A  multittide  of  others  are 
always  behind  it,  waiting  anxiously  to  be  heard.  And  the 
result  of  the  practice  of  which  we  are  speaking  has  been 
such  that,  although  the  court  has  always  been  filled  by  men 
of  the  highest  order,  distinguished  for  their  learning  and  in- 
dustry, yet  the  expenses  and  delays  of  the  court  have  become 
a  byword  and  reproach  to  the  administration  of  justice,  and 
Parliament  has  at  length  been  compelled  to  interpose.  ~ 

And  if  this  court  should  adopt  a  practice  analogous  to  that 
of  the  English  chancery,  we  should  soon  Snd  ourselves  in  the 
same  predicament ;  and  we  should  be  hearing  over  again  at  a 
second  term  almost  all  the  oases  which  we  had  heard  and 
adjudged  at  a  former  one,  and  upon  which  our  own  opinions 
would  have  been  definitely  made  up  upon  the  first  argument. 
We  deem  it  safer  to  adhere  to  the  rule  we  have  heretofore 
acted  on.  And  no  reargument  will  be  granted  in  any  case, 
unless  a  member  of  the  court  who  concurred  in  the  judgment 
desires  it ;  and  when  that  is  the  case,  it  will  be  ordered  with- 
out waiting  for  the  application  of  counsel. 

It  is  true  that  the  decree  of  affirmance  in  this  court,  in  the 
case  before  us,  waa  upon  an  equal  division  of  the  members 
composing  the  court  at  the  time  of  the  argument,  eight  being 
*-2sl  "present.  But  the  case  wag  fully  heard,  more  than  a 
-'  week  being  occupied  in  the  arguments  of  counsel. 
And  when,  upon  conference  and  a  full  interchange  of  opinion, 
it  was  found  that  the  court  was  divided,  the  case  was  held 
over  until  the  present  term,  in  order  that  each  member  of  the 
body  might  have  an  ample  opportunity  of  investigating  the 
subject  for  himself.  This  has  been  done.  And  when 
the  court  reassembled,  it  was  found  that  the  opinions  of  each 
member  of  the  tribunal  was  unchanged,  and  the  decree  was 
therefore  affirmed  by  a  divided  court.  Further  arguments 
would  be  mere  waste  of  time,  when  opinions  have  been 
formed  after  so  much  argument  and  such  deliberate  exami- 
nation. 

Nor  is  the  circumstance,  that  a  decree  Is  afSrmed  by  a  di- 
vided court,  any  reason  for  ordering  a  reargument  before  a 
full  bench  in  any  case.  In  a  body  as  numerous  as  tbia,  it 
must  often  happen,  from  various  causes,  that  the  bench  is  not 
full.  And  experience  has  shown,  that  it  has  rarely  happened 
that  every  judge  has  been  present  every  day  throughout  any 
one  entire  t«rm.  The  case  before  us  is  certainly  an  important 
one,  in  its  principles  and  in  the  amount  in  dispute.    But  then 
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are  many  cases  on  the  docket  at  every  term  of  the  court  much 
more  important  in  both  respects.  And  if  it  is  to  be  under- 
stood, that  caBes  of  this  desciiption  are  not  to  be  finally  de- 
cided without  the  concurrence  of  a  majority  of  the  whole 
beach,  it  would  be  an  uBelesa  consumption  of  time  to  heai' 
them  in  the  absence  of  any  one  judge,  because  it  would  be 
uncertain  whether  a  judgment  could  follow  after  the  argu- 
ment. And  it  is  easy  to  foresee  the  inconvenience,  delay,  and 
expenses  to  which  a  practice  of  that  hind  would  subject  the 
parties,  and  the  uncertainty  and  confusion  it  would  produce 
(to  the  gieat  injury  of  other  suitors)  in  the  order  of  business 
as  it  stands  on  the  docket  of  the  court. 

Neither  is  there  any  difference  between  a  decree  in  chan- 
cery and  a  judgment  at  law,  as  to  its  affirmance  on  a  division 
of  the  court.  In  both  cases,  the  motion  is  to  reverse  ;  and  if 
that  fails,  the  judgment  or  decree  necessarily  stands,^  and 
must  therefore  be  affirmed.  And  in  most  of  the  cases  affirmed 
in  this  manner,  a  majority,  in  fact,  of  the  judges,  who  act  ju- 
dicially upon  the  case,  concur  in  the  judgment.  For  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  is  composed  of  two  members,  and  if  both  are  on 
the  bench,  they  must  concur  in  the  judgment  or  decree; 
otherwise  it  could  not  be  passed,  and  the  point  would  be  cer- 
tified by  a  divided  court. 

In  every  view  of  the  subject,  we  see  no  sufficient  ground 
for  ordering  a  reargument,  and  the  application  is  therefore 
refused. 


*JoHN  Hagah,  sitbtiting  Pabtneb  op  the  late  p«2q 
FIRM  OP  John  Haga»  &  Co.,  Appellant,  v.  *■ 
Lerot  p.  Walker,  Administrator  op  William  H. 
Pope,  deceased,  and  Psances  Ann  Pope,  Widow  akd 
Guardian  ad  litem  op  Willlam  Pope  and  Jdlia 
Ann  Pope,  minor  childeen  op  said  William  H. 
Pope,  deceased,  and  Samuel  Breck,  Administbatoh 
of  Lbroy  Pope,  deceased. 

A  Mian  of  eqnit;  hai  Juriidictton  of  s-bill  agsinil  tliv  Bdniiniitrator  uf  > 
dec«i>ed  debtor  and  a  person  to  wlioni  real  and  perauiinl  property  waa  coti- 
Tejed  bj  the  d«ceafod  debtor,  for  the  parpose  of  defraiiriini;  crediton.* 

In  *uch  a  cut,  tlie  court  doe<  Dot  exerciie  an  auxiliiiry  juriidiuiioD  to  aid 
legal  proceu,  and  conicqnentlj  it  ii  not  neceuary  that  the  creditor  ihould 
b«  in  a  condition  to  levy  au  execution,  if  the  fraudulent  obatacle  ihouId  be 
remored. 

.  Etux   Cm-        *  8.  P.   McCalmonl  v.  Lawrmce,  1 
BUtchf.,  283. 
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It  la  proper  to  mabe  a  prior  encumbrancer,  who  holda  the  legal  title,  a  par^ 
to  the  bill,  in  order  that  the  whole  title  may  be  Bold  under  the  decree ;  for 
tbe  purpose  of  auch  a  decree,  the  prior  encnnibrancer  ia  a  Deeeaaarr  party ; 
but  the  court  may  order  a  aale  aubject  to  the  encumbrance,  without  having 
the  prior  encunihriincer  before  it,  and  in  fit  caaea  it  will  do  ao.> 

If  the  prior  encumbraneer  is  out  of  the  juriadiction,  or  cannot  be  joined  with- 
out defeating  it.  it  ia  a  flt  cauiie  to  dispense  with  hia  preaence,  and  order  a 
sale  aobject  (o  hia  encumbrance,  which  wilt  not  be  affected  by  the  decree.* 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Alabama. 

The  bill  was  originally  filed  in  the  iinmes  of  John  Hagan, 
of  New  Orleans,  and  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Louisiana,  and 
Thomas  Banett,  of  New  Orleans,  and  a  citizen  of  the  State  of 
Louisiana,  formerly  commission  merchants  and  partners, 
trading  under  the  firm,  name,  and  style  of  John  H^an  & 
Co.,  complainants,  against  William  H.  Pope,  of  Huntsville, 
and  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Alabama.  Samuel  Breck,  of 
Hnntsville,  and  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Alabama,  the  said 
Breck  being  the  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Leroy  Pope, 
who  in  his  lifetime  resided  in  Huntsville,  and  was  a  citizen  of 
the  State  of  Alabama,  and  Charles  B.  Penrose,  of  Washington 
city,  and  a  citizen  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  successor 
in  office  of  Virgil  Maxcy,  who  in  his  lifetime  resided  in  Wash- 
ington city,  and  was  a  citizen  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
Solicitor  of  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

The  suit  was  commenced  in  February,  1846.  Tbe  plaintiffs 
were  judgment  creditors  of  Leroy  Pope,  by  a  judgment  ren- 
dered iu  April,  X834,  upon  which  an  execution  in  October, 
1834,  was  returned,  "No  property  found." 

The  plaintiffs  sought  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  this  judgment, 
from  property  which  they  allege  tbe  said  Leroy  Pope  con- 
veyed fraudulently  to  his  son  William  H.  Pope,  the  defend- 
ant. 

This  property  was  conveyed,  March,  1884,  by  Leroy  Pope 

*!t01     ^  "William  H.  Pope,  and  upon  considerations  which 

^     tbe  plaintiffs  alleged  to  be  colorable  and  inadequate. 

The  property  thus  conveyed  was  charged  to  have  been  the 
whole  estate  of  the  said  Leroy,  and  William  H.  Pope  was 
charged  to  have  been,  before  that  time,  without  property,  and 
to  have  had  no  means  of  payment  for  this. 

The  plaintiffs  alleged  that  the  property  was  never  deUvered 
to  the  "exclusive  possession"  of    William  H.  Pope,  but 

>  Ckbd.      Qrttn    y.    Creighlm,    33  in  fraud  of  creditor*.    VtBobte  j.  Bank 

How.,  106.  afUaiUd  Stata,  2  Pet.,  107. 

A  mortgagee  whoae  righla  are  un-  '  Cited,  Sliieldi  y.  Barrow,  17  How., 

diipnted  ia  not  a  neceaaary  party  lo  a  141 ;  BttiUn  t.  Hinckley,  17  Blatchf., 

bill  to  *et  a«ide  a  conveyance  a*  made  8M. 
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"  remaiDed  &s  much  in  tha  posrtessiun  of  the  said  Leroy  as  the 
said  Williuin,  and  thnt  the  said  Leroy  aud  Williaui  enjoyed 
the  proceeds  and  profits  jointly." 

They  alleged  that  William  H.  Pope,  in  March,  1834,  con- 
veyed the  land  and  slaves  to  the  Soliuitor  of  the  Treasury  in 
mortgage,  to  secure  a  debt  due  to  the  United  IStates  hv  the 
said  Leroy  Pope,  of  *:i9,2y0.90,  which  William  H.  Pope  at 
that  date  assumed,  and  lor  wliich  he  gave  his  notes ;  and 
that  at  the  same  date  lie  guaranteed  to  the  United  Stateii  a 
debt  of  $20,000,  for  wliieh  other  security  had  been  given  to 
the  United  States  by  1-eroy  Pope. 

Tliey  averred  that  the  v20,000  thus  mentioned,  was  jiaid 
from  the  securities  deposited  by  Leroy  Poi>e,  and  that  the 
only  debt  really  incurred  by  William  H.  Pope,  was  thiit  for 
*29,290.90.  This  debt  the  plaintiffs  admitted  to  be  a  charge 
in  tlie  pn»perty,  and  they  did  not  contest  it.  They  eliarged. 
However,  that  the  secnrities  to  the  Solicitor  of  the  Treasury 
were  designed  by  tlie  grantor  (William  H.  Pojte)  as  a  fraud 
upon  the  creditors  of  Leroy  Pojie. 

The  death  of  Leroy  Pope  was  alleged  to  have  occurred  in 
1844,  and  llie  appointment  of  Hreck,  as  administrator,  in 
1844. 

The  prayer  i)t'  the  bill  was,  that  the  conveyances  of  Lemy 
and  William  IL  Pope  should  be  declared  null.  That,  after 
satisfying  the  debt  of  the  United  StatcK.  the  remainder  of  the 
property  should  be  a|ipropriated  to  satisfy  tlie  <lebt  of  tlie 
plaintiffs.  Pi'ocess  was  pi'aycd  against  William  H.  Pope  and 
Samuel  Bi-eok,  adniinistratoi-s  of  Leroy  I'lipe,  and  the  yolicitor 
of  the  Treasury,  (Penrose,)  a  citizen  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. 

The  defendants,  Breck  and  Ptijic,  demurred  to  the  bill ;  the 
ilemun-er  was  allowed  by  tlie  District  ('ourt,  and  the  bill  was 
dismissed. 

An  appeal  from  this  decree  of  dismissal  brought  the  case 
up  to  tliis  court.  It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Juhnson  for  tlic 
appellant,  and  Mr.  J.  A.  Campbell  for  the  api)eliees. 

As  the  demurrer  was  sustained  in  the  court  below,  the 
points  before  this  court  to  be  argued  were  the  reasons  for 
dismissing  the  bill  aud  sustaining  the  demurrer.  These  were 
stated  by  -Mr.  Campbell,  as  follows,  and  it  is  suilicient  to  state 
the  points  and  authorities. 

•L  That  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery     p.j., 
to  set  aside  conveyances  executed  by  a  failing  debtor     >■ 
to  defraud  creditors,  is  not  an  original  and  independent  juris- 
diction of  that  court,  but  is  an  auxiliary  and  limited  jurisdic- 
tion.    The  creditor  must  show  that  the  remedies  at  law  have 
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been  exhausted  —  that  there  is  an  obstruction  which  can  only 
be  removed  by  the  aid  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  that 
his  cause  is  so  situated  at  law,  that  upon  the  interpOBition  of 
the  court  in  the  manner  sought,  he  could  immediately  enforce 
the  right  he  claims.  3  Myl.  &  C,  407  ;  11  Sm.  &  M.  (Miss.), 
366;  8  Barb.  (N.  Y.),  593;  7  Ala.,  319,  928;  1  Hill  (S.  C), 
297,  307  ;  20  Johns.  (N.  Y.),  554;  2  Rand.  (Va.),  384;  1 
Paige  (N.  Y.),  388. 

II.  The  bill  shows  in  this  ease  three  facts  sufficient  to  have 
determined  the  lien  of  the  judgment  against  Leroy  Pope,  un- 
der the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the  State  of  Alabama. 

Five  years  iiad  elapsed  from  the  3d  of  March,  1839,  before 
the  filing  of  the  bill.  The  act  of  Congress  of  that  date  deter- 
mined the  lien.     5  Stat,  at  L.,  338. 

Ten  years  had  elapsed  from  the  judgment  and  return  of 
the  last  execution.  Clay,  Dig.,  206,  207,  §  28,  29 ;  5  Ala., 
188;  18  Ala.,  675;  19  Ala.,  207. 

The  death  of  Leroy  Pope  put  an  end  to  the  lien  of  the 
judgment  and  the  right  to  issue  execution.  Bush  v.  Jones, 
13  Ala.,  167. 

III.  The  plaintiff  sets  forth  the  conveyance  of  Leroy  Pope 
to  William  H.  Pope,  to  have  taken  place  in  1834.  He  does 
not  aver  that  the  conveyance  was  upon  any  trust  for  Leroy 
Pope,  nor  does  he  aver  that  any  title  remained  in  Leroy  Pope. 
The  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of  six  years  will  apply  to 
the  personal  property.  7  Yerg.  (Teun.),  222 ;  1  Bail.  (S.  C.) 
Ch.,  228 ;  1  Humph.  (Tenu.),  335 ;  1  Hill  (S.  C.)  Ch.,  113 ; 
8  Yerg.  (Tenn.),  145;  7  Wheat.,  60,  117,  &c.;  Peck 
(Tenn.),  41. 

IV.  The  Court  of  Cliancery,  except  in  cases  of  express 
trusts  and  fmud,  follow  the  courts  of  law  in  the  application 
of  the  statute  of  limitation. 

In  this  case  no  trusts  in  favor  of  Leroy  Pope  are  charged 
to  exist ;  nor  is  there  an  averment  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
discover  till  within  six  years  the  fraudulent  purpose  and  con- 
sidei'ation  upon  which  they  were  made. 

In  the  absence  of  such  averments,  the  court  will  presume 
the  possession  to  have  been  consistent  with  the  legal  title, 
and  the  bar  of  the  statute  will  run  from  the  date  of  the  title 
deeds.     4  How.,  503,  560;  7  How.,  234  ;  10  Wheat.,  168. 

In  reference  to  personal  property,  the  limitation  upon  per- 
sonal actions  is  adopted  in  equity,  1  Dev.  &  B.  (N.  C.) 
Eq.,  95 ;  5  Ala.,  90,  508 ;  3  Ala.,  756. 

Kon-i         *V.  No  averment  is  made  by  the  plaintiff  showing 
J     the  condition  of  the  estate  of  Leroy  Pope,  after  his 
death.     The  bill  contains  au  averment,  that  the  crops  from 
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the  lands  and  other  profits  of  tlie  estate  have  heen  large,  and 
Leroy  Pope  enjoyed  them  till  bin  death. 

Theie  is  nothing  to  show  that  ample  meaus  are  not  to  be 
found  ill  the  hands  of  the  administrator  to  pay  the  debt.  A.> 
presentment  to,  nor  demand  of,  the  administrator  is  averred, 
and  no  refusal  to  pay  on  his  part  shown.  A  hill  must  show 
this,  or  it  is  fatally  defective.  3  Ohio,  287 ;  5  Har.  &  J. 
(Md.),  381 ;  5  Gill  &  J.  (Md.),  482:  2  McCord  (S.  C.)  Ch., 
416,169. 

VI.  The  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause.  The  So- 
licitor of  the  Treasury,  a  citizen  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
is  made  a  party.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  to  cancel  deeds 
made  to  him,  and  to  appropriate  property  in  which  he  has  a 
legal  right.     3  Cranch,  267  ;  14  Pet.,  60,  66. 

Mr.  Justice  CURTIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  ooort. 

John  Hagan  &  Co.  filed  their  bill  in  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Alabama,  in 
which  they  state  that,  in  the  year  1834,  they  recovered  a 
jiu^ment  at  law  in  that  court  iigainst  Leroy  Poi)e,  for  up- 
wards of  seven  thousand  dollars,  which  i»  wholly  unsatisfied  ; 
that  a  writ  of  fieri  facias,  running  against  the  lands,  goods, 
and  body  of  the  debtor,  was  regularly  issued,  and,  on  the  10th 
day  of  October,  1884,  was  i-etumed  wullft  bona ;  and  from 
that  time  to  the  filhig  of  the  bill,  there  has  nut  been,  iu  that 
district  or  elsewhere,  any  proi)erty  of  Leroy  Pope  out  of 
which  the  judgment-debt  could  be  collected,  except  certain 
property  afterwards  mentioned.  The  bill  further  alleges 
that,  about  a  mouth  before  the  cuniplainauts  recovered  their 
judgment  at  law,  Leroy  Pope,  intending  to  defniud  the  com- 
plainants, and  to  hinder  them  from  obtaining  payment,  made 
conveyances,  both  of  real  and  personal  estate,  to  a  lai^e 
amount,  to  his  son,  William  H.  Pope,  who  was  a  party  to 
the  fraud,  and  is  made  a  defendant  in  the  bill ;  and  Leroy 
Pope  died  in  the  year  1844,  and  Samuel  Breck,  who  was  ai>- 
pointed  his  administrator,  is  also  a  party  defendant.  The 
complainants  are  averred  to  be  citizens  of  Louisiana,  and 
William  H.  Pope  and  the  administrator  citizens  of  Alabama. 
The  defendants  having  demurred  to  the  bill,  it  was  dismissed 
by  the  District  Court,  and  the  complainant,  who  is  the  surviv- 
ing [vartner,  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  the  demurrer  has  been 
rested  in  this  court  is,  that  the  bill  does  not  show  that  the 
complainants  are  entitled  to  equitable  relief.  Tlie  argument 
is,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity,  to  aid  a  r^oq 
judgment-creditor,  *by  removing  a  fraudulent  encum-     ^ 
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brsnce  on  the  property  of  his  debtor,  is  ancillary  merely ;  that 
this  aid  is  not  given  uiiless  the  creditor  had  obtained  a  liea  at 
law  upon  the  specific  property  sougiit  for,  if  tliat  be  legal 
property  upon  which  au  execution  could  he  levied;  or  if  it 
be  equitable  assets,  not  liable  to  a  levy  by  execution ;  that  the 
creditor  must  have  exhausted  his  legal  remedy,  by  a  return 
of  nulla  bona  on  his  execution,  and  must  also  be  in  a  condi- 
tion to  proceed  at  once  at  law  to  enforce  his  right,  if  the 
obstacle  should  be  removed.  That  if  his  judgment  has  be- 
come ineffectual  to  entitle  him  to  an  execution,  so  that  he 
could  not  levy,  even  if  the  assets  were  legal,  and  not  subject 
to  any  fraudulent  encumbrance,  equity  will  not  exert  itself  to 
subject  equitable  property  to  the  payment  of  his  judgment. 
And  it  is  furth^  argued,  that,  according  to  the  local  law  of 
Alabama,  governing  these  proceedings  at  law,  the  judgment 
creditors  had  lost  their  lien  on  the  personal  estate  of  the 
debtor,  because  they  had  suffered  more  than  one  term  to 
elapse  without  issuing  an  alias  execution ;  and  upon  the  real 
estate,  because  more  than  ten  years  elapsed  after  the  return 
of  their  last  execution,  and  before  this  bill  was  filed ;  and  that 
the  lien,  both  upon  the  peraunal  and  real  estate,  was  destroyed 
by  the  death  of  Leroy  Pope,  which  suspended  the  light  to 
issue  an  execution.  That,  by  reason  of  hia  death,  and  the 
lapse  of  more  than  ten  years,  the  right  to  issue  iin  execution 
being  suspended,  equity  would  not  subject  equitable  assets  to 
the  payment  of  this  judgment. 

It  does  not  distinctly  appear  whether  the  pro]>erty  sought 
to  be  reached  by  this  bill  is  equitable  or  legal.  There  is  rea- 
son to  suppose,  from  some  allegations  in  tlie  bill,  that  a  pait 
or  the  whole  of  the  property  was  conveyed  by  Leroy  Pope,  in 
1831,  to  Louis  McLaiie,  as  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  to  se- 
cure a  debt  due  to  the  Unit«d  States  by  a  deed  of  trust,  and 
this  conveyance  is  not  impeached.  If  it  embiaced  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  the  property  now  in  question,  only  an  equitable 
estate  therein  waa  left  in  Leroy  Pope.  The  bill  is  not  dis- 
tinct in  its  allegations  on  this  subject ;  but  we  do  not  deem 
it  necessary  that  it  should  be;  because  we  are  of  opinion 
that  this  ciise  is  not  to  be  treated  as  an  application  by  a  judg- 
mcTit-ci'editor  for  the  exercise  of  tlie  ancillary  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  to  aid  hiin  in  executing  legal  process,  but  comes 
under  a  head  of  original  jurisdiction  in  equity.  It  is  a  bill  by 
a  creditor  of  a  deceased  debtor,  against  the  administrator  and 
a  party  who  is  fraudulently  holding  all  the  property  of  the 
deceased,  which  in  equity  should  be  applied  to  the  payment 
of  this  debt,  and  the  bill  pruys  that  the  debt  ma}-  be  paid  out 
of  this  fund.    That  a  single  creditor  may  maintain  a  bill 
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i^inst  an  administrator  of  a  deceased  •debtor,  for  a  p,™. 
discovery  of  assets  and  the  payment  of  his  debt,  there  '- 
can  be  no  doubt.  That,  in  some  cases,  he  may  join  with  the 
.idministrator  a  third  person,  who  is  in  [jossessiun  of  proj>erty 
which  is  amenable  to  the  payment  of  the  debt,  is  also  clear. 
The  instances  in  which  it  has  been  actually  held  that  such 
thii-d  person  might  be  joined,  are  cliiefly  cases  of  collusion 
between  the  administrator  and  the  thu'd  person  possessed  of 
assets,  insolvency  of  the  administrator,  and  where  the  third 
pei-son  was  the  surviving  partner  of  the  deceased.  Utterton 
V.  Mair,  2  Ves.,  95;  Ahager  v.  Rowley.  6  Ves..  748;  Bvr- 
roughs  v.  Elton,  11  Ves.,  29  :  Qedge  v.  Traill,  \  Huss.  &  M., 
281 ;  Long  v.  Majextre,  1  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  Ch.,  30G.  But  it  will 
be  found  that  the  equitable  right  of  the  creditor  to  join  a 
third  person,  imd  have  a  discovery  and  an  ap])ropriation  of 
assets  held  by  him,  has  never  been  limited  to  these  particu- 
lar cases. 

For,  while  it  is  generally  agreed  that  some  special  case  must 
be  made,  it  is  also  declared  in  all  the  cases,  that  what  is  to 
constitute  it  has  not  been  limited  by  any  precise  and  rigid  rule. 
In  Holland  v.  Prior,  (1  Myl.  &  K.,  240,)  Lord  Brougham 
applied  tlie  rule  to  the  case  of  a  representative  of  a  deceased 
representative,  without  any  suggestion  of  collusion  between 
him  and  the  present  representative.  In  Simpson  v.  Vaughn, 
(2  Atk.,  S3,)  Lord  Hardwicke  said  :  "  It  has  been  said  at  the 
bar,  that  you  may  make  any  person  a  defendant  that  you 
apprehend  has  posseaeed  himself  of  assets  upon  which  you 
have  a  lien.  But  this  certainly  cannot  be  laid  down  as  a  gen- 
eral rule ;  for  it  would  be  of  dangerous  consequence  to  insist 
that  you  can  make  any  person  a  defendant  who  has  assets, 
unless  you  can  show  to  the  court  he  denies  that  he  has  assets, 
or  applies  them  improperly."  Considering,  then,  that  some 
special  and  sufficient  reasons  must  be  shown  for  proceeding 
^^inst  a  third  person,  jointly  with  the  administrator,  the 
inquiry  is,  whether  this  bill  does  not  coutain  those  reasons ; 
and  we  are  of  opinion  it  does. 

It  appears,  from  the  statements  in  the  bill,  that  William  H. 
Po|)e  is  in  possession  of  all  the  assets  uf  the  deceased  debtor, 
both  real  and  personal,  holding  them  under  conveyances  made 
to  him  by  the  deceased,  absolute  in  form,  but  accompanied 
by  secret  trusts  in  favor  of  the  grantor,  designed  to  defraud 
this  particular  creditor,  and  prevent  him  from  obtaining  pay- 
ment of  his  judgment,  and  that  this  fraudulent  design  has 
thus  far  been  successfully  executed. 

Now  these  conveyances  are  not  only  valid  on  their  face,  but 
they  are  really  valid  as  between  the  parties ;  and  though  they 
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are  void  as  against  creditors,  and  the  property,  both  at  law 
and  in  equity,  is  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the 
deceased,  yet  the  eiubm-iassuienta  attending  any  attempt  by 
^Qc-i  the  •adniiuistratur  to  possess  himself  even  of  tliat  part 
■■  of  these  assets,  which  were  peraoiialty,  at  Jaw  would 
certainly  be  great,  aiul  jierhaps  insnpeiable.  2  Rand.  (Va.), 
884  ;  Martin  v.  Root,  17  Mass.,  228.  It  is  true  lie  is  the  lepi-e- 
seutative  of  creditoi-b,  as  well  as  of  the  next  of  kin,  and  in  the 
former  capacity  might  be  able  to  make  good  his  claim  to  a 
sufficient  amount  of  these  personal  assets  to  enable  him  to 
pay  the  debti.  ffolland  v.  Cnift,  20  Pick.  (Mass.).  321. 
But  the  impracticability  of  taking  an  account  of  the  debts  at 
law,  and  proportioning  the  recovery  to  the  amount  required 
to  pay  them,  would  render  a  resort  to  equity  indispensable 
to  do  entire  justice  between  all  parties,  even  if  the  assets  were 
legal  in  their  nature.  If  this  bill  liad  contained  an  allegation 
that  the  administrator  had  been  requested  to  sue,  and  had 
refused,  the  case  would  he  free  from  all  doubt ;  and,  upon 
the  facts  averred  in  the  hill,  we  do  not  think  such  a  request 
necessary ;  because  it  does  appear  that  about  two  years 
elapsed  after  the  death  of  Leroy  Pope  before  this  bill  was 
filed,  and  the  administrator  toolc  no  step  to  reduce  these 
assets  to  possessiou  ;  because,  when  this  bill  was  filed,  he  re- 
sists it  by  a  demurrer,  relying  on  the  statute  of  limitations ; 
because  it  must  be  admitted  to  have  been  doubtful  how  far 
he  had  a  remedj',  without  the  concuri-ence  of  any  creditor; 
and  chiefly,  because  there  is  no  danger  of  interfering  with  the 
due  course  of  administrations,  or  taking  from  administrators 
their  proiier  control  over  suits  for  the  recovery  of  assets,  by 
holdin?  that  a  creditor  may  file  a  bill  against  the  administra- 
tor and  the  fraudulent  grantee  of  deceased  debtor,  to  subject 
the  property  fraudulently  conveyed  to  the  payment  of  the 
debt.  It  comes  within  the  case  put  by  Lord  Hardwicke ;  for 
here  this  specific  property  is  amenable  to  the  claim  of  this 
creditor,  and  in  the  sense  in  which  he  employs  the  word,  the 
creditor  had  a  lien  upon  these  assets;  and  it  does  appear  to 
the  court,  that  the  party  holding  them  both  denies  that  they 
are  assets  and  applies  them  improperly,  for  he  claims  them 
as  hiH  own,  and  is  endeavoring  to  defeat  a  just  creditor  by  an 
assertion  of  a  title  invalid  as  against  him. 

In  this  view  of  the  case,  it  is  not  essential  that  the  creditor 
cannot  proceed  at  law  until  after  a  revival  of  the  judgment 
by  a  gcire  facias.  In  Burroughs  v.  Elton,  (11  Ves.,  36-7,) 
Lord  EldoQ  had  occasion  to  consider  the  force  of  this  objec- 
tion in  a  similar  case.  It  was  a  bill  to  reach  real  assets  in  the 
hands  of  a  surviving  partner.    The  complainant's  judgment 
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was  upwards  of  seventeen  yeai-s  old,  and  no  step  had  been 
taken  to  revive  it  ^ninst  the  administrator  or  the  heir,  ilia 
decision,  in  accoixlance  with  two  previous  caaea  to  whieli  he 
refers,  was,  tliat  such  a  creditor  could  sustain  the  hill,  though 
it  miglit  be  neccssjiry  to  direct  him  to  proceed  at  law  to 
revive  his  judgment. 

*It  has  been  argued,  that  the  bill  does  not  show  that  raot: 
there  are  not  other  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  admiuis-  '- 
trator  sufficient  to  pay  this  debt,  and  coutaina  no  allegation 
that  the  administrator  was  ever  requested  to  pay  it.  But  this 
bill  does  expressly  aver,  that,  aside  from  tlie  property  fraudu- 
lently conveyed,  there  ia  not,  any  where,  any  property  of  Le- 
roy  Poi>e,  out  of  which  the  debt  could  be  collected ;  and, 
although  it  states  that  the  fraudulent  grantor  and  grantee 
both  remained  in  possession,  and  took  the  crops  jointly,  and 
that  these  crops  were  of  great  value,  yet,  inasmuch  as  between 
themselves  the  crops  belonged  to  the  grantee,  and  aa  it  was 
the  object  of  the  conveyancea  to  prevent  them  from  being  ap- 
plied to  the  benefit  of  creditors,  we  are  of  opinion  there  is  no 
presumption  that  any  thing  arising  from  this  joint  possession 
ever  came  to  the  hands  of  the  administrator,  and,  therefore, 
that  a  demand  on  him  would  have  been  a  vain  act,  wliich  the 
creditor  waa  not  compelled  to  do. 

One  other  ground  on  which  the  demurrer  has  been  rested 
requires  notice.  The  bill  alleges  that,  after  the  fraudulent 
conveyances  to  William  H.  Pope  had  been  made,  he  mort- 
gaged the  property  to  Virgil  Maxcy,  as  Solicitor  of  the  Treas- 
ury of  the  United  States,  to  secure  the  debt  of  Leroy  Pope 
which  William  H.  Pope  assumed  to  pay,  and  it  avers  that  this 
debt  has  been  in  part  paid  by  means  described  in  the  bill. 
Virgil  Maxcy  and,  subsequently  when  he  went  out  of  office, 
his  successor  Charles  B.  Penrose,  were  named  as  parties  to  the 
hill,  but  they  were  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  no  process  was  served 
on  either  of  thera,  and  neither  ever  appeared  or  answered.  The 
bill  prays  that  William  H.  Pope  may  be  compelled  to  pay  to 
the  United  States  the  balance  due  to  them,  out  of  the  prop- 
erty in  question,  and  that  the  residue  may  be  subjected  to 
the  payment  of  the  complainant's  debt,  and  for  other  and 
further  relief. 

Under  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  28th  of  February,  1889, 
(5  Stat,  at  L.,  321,  §  1,)  it  does  not  defeat  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  that  a  person  named  as  defendant  is  not  an  inhabi- 
tant of  or  found  within  the  district  where  the  suit  was  brought; 
the  court  may  BtiU  adjudicate  between  the  parties  who  are 
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prnpeily  before  it,  and  the  absent  parties  are  not  to  be  con- 
cluded oi'  affected  by  the  decree.' 

It  is  obvious,  however,  that  there  may  be  cases  in  which 
the  court  cannot  adjudicate  between  the  parties  who  are  reg- 
ularly before  it,  for  the  reason  that  it  cannot  bind  those  who 
are  absent.  Where  no  relief  can  be  given  without  taking  an 
account  between  an  absent  party  and  one  before  the  court, 
though  the  defect  of  parties  may  not  defeat  the  jurisdiction, 
strictly  speaking,  yet  the  court  will  make  no  decree  in  favor 
of  the  complainant,^ 

,0-1  "The  case  before  ua  is  not  one  of  this  character ;  for 
J  although  the  whole  of  the  relief  specially  prayed  for 
cannot  be  granted  in  the  jiarticular  mode  there  indicated, 
because  the  United  States  not  being  a  iiaity,  no  account  can 
be  taken  of  the  debt  due  to  tliem  from  Leroy  Pojte  or  Wil- 
liam H.  Pope,  yet,  subject  to  the  encumbrance  of  this  debt, 
and  without  affecting  it  in  any  manner,  the  property  may  be 
appropriated  to  the  payment  of  the  complainant's  debt. 

It  is  true,  that  in  Finley  v.  The  Bank  of  the  United  States, 
(11  Wheat.,  306,)  which  was  a  bill  to  foreclose  a  mortg^e 
by  sale.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  says :  "  It  cannot  be  doubted 
that  the  prior  mortgagee  oiiglit  regularly  to  have  been  a  party 
defendant,  and  that  had  the  exist«nce  of  his  mortg^e  been 
known  to  the  court,  no  decree  ought  to  have  been  pronounced 
in  the  cause  until  be  was  introduced  into  it."  But  it  could 
not  have  been  intended  by  this  to  say,  that  a  prior  encum- 
brancer was  absolutely  a  necessary  party  without  whose  pres- 
ence no  decree  of  sale  could  be  made,  because  in  that  very 
case  the  court  refused  to  treat  the  decree  as  erroneous,  after 
it  had  been  executed. 

In  Delabere  v.  Norwood  (3  Swanat.,  144,  n.)  in  a  bill  to 
obtain  payment  of  an  annuity  charged  on  land,  prior  annui- 
tants were  held  not  to  be  necesBary  parties.  In  Rote  v.  Page, 
(2  Sim.,  471,)  the  same  rule  was  applied  to  a  prior  mortgf^ee ; 
and  in  Wakeman  v.  Qrover,  (4  Paige  (N.  Y.),  23,)  and  Run- 
dell  v.  Margids  of  Donegal,  (1  Hogan,  308,)  and  Poet  v. 
Ma<:kall,  (3  Bland  (Md.),  495,)  to  prior  judgment  creditors; 
and  in  Parker  v.  Fuller,  (1  Russ.  &  My.,  656,)  pei'sons  hav- 
ing encumbrances  ou  real  property,  which  the  bill  sought  to 
subject  to  the  payment  of  debts  of  the  deceased  owner,  were 
held  not  to  be  necessary  parties  to  the  bill.  See  also  Hoxie 
V.  Garr,  1  Sumn.,  178;  Calvert  on  Parties,  128. 
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Oil  the  other  hiuid  there  are  cases  in  which  it  has  been 
declared  that  all  eiicumbraucers  are  necea4ai-y  parties.  Many 
are  collected  in  Story,  Eq.  PI.,  178,  n.  But  we  consider  the 
true  rule  to  be,  tlmt,  where  it  is  the  object  of  the  bill  to  pro- 
cure a  tmle  of  the  land,  and  the  prior  encumbrancer  holds  the 
legal  title,  and  liis  debt  is  payable,  it  is  proper  to  make  him  a 
party  in  order  that  a  sale  may  be  made  of  the  whole  title. 
In  this  sense,  and  for  this  purpose,  he  may  be  correctly  said 
to  be  a  necessary  party,  that  is,  necessary  to  such  a  decree. 
But  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  court  to  order  a  sale  subject  to 
the  prior  encumbrance,  a  power  which  it  will  exercise  in  fit 
cases.'  And  when  the  prior  encumbrancer  is  not  subject  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  cannot  be  joined  without  de- 
feating its  jurisdiction,  and  the  validity  of  the  encumbrance 
is  admitted,  it  is  tit  *to  dispense  with  his  being  made  r«oa 
a  party.  To  such  a  case  the  47th  rule  for  the  equity  ^ 
practice  of  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  is  appli- 
cable, and  by  force  of  it,  this  cause  may  proceed  without 
making  the  United  States,  or  the  Solicitor  of  the  Treasury  a 
party  to  the  decree. 

The  decree  of  the  District  Court  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
case  remanded,  with  directions  to  overrule  the  demurrer  and 
order  the  defendants,  other  than  the  representative  of  the 
United  States,  to  answer  the  bill. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Northern  District  of  Alabama,  and  was  argued  by  counsel. 
On  consideration  whereof  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged, 
and  decreed,  that  the  decree  of  the  said  District  Court  in 
this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed  with  costs, 
and  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded 
to  the  said  District  Court,  with  directions  to  overrule  the 
demurrer,  and  to  order  the  defendants,  other  than  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  United  States,  to  answer  the  bill. 

'  Fou>owii>.   Jeromt  v 
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John  Kbhnett,  Ezekibl  S.  Haines,  Eden  B.  Rkedeb, 
Oeorge  Graham.  Jr.,  John  McCarty,  Joshda  Yorke, 
and  robebt  b.  bowleb,  appellants,  v.  thomas  j. 
Chambers. 

It  belongs  exclusirely  to  the  political  department  o(  the  government  to  recog- 
nize or  to  ref  lue  to  recognize  a,  ueir  goremment  in  a  foreign  coimtrj,  claim- 
ing to  have  displaced  the  old  and  eatabliahed  a  new  one. 

Until  the  political  department  of  the  government  acknowledged  tlie  independ- 
ence of  Texat,  the  Judiciary  were  bound  to  consider  the  old  order  of  Uiingi 
aa  having  continued.' 

While  the  govemnient  of  the  United  Statt-a  acknowledged  iti  treat;  of  limlti 
and  of  amity  and  friendahip  with  Mexico  as  alill  subsiBting  and  obligatory, 
no  citixen  of  the  United  States  could  lawfully  furnish  auppLies  to  Texas  to 
enable  it  to  carry  on  the  war  against  Mexico. 

A  contract,  made  in  Ciiicinnati,  aft«r  Texas  declared  itself  independent,  but 
before  ita  independence  was  acknowledged  by  the  United  States,  whereby 
the  complainants  agreed  to  furnish,  and  did  fumisli  money  to  a  General  in 
the  Te«an  army,  to  enable  him  to  raise  nnd  equip  troops  to  be  employed 
against  Mexico,  was  illegal  and  void,  and  cannot  be  enforced  in  a  court  of 
the  United  Stales.* 

The  circumstance  that  the  Texan  officer  agreed,  in  consideration  of  these 
advances  of  money,  to  convey  to  them  certain  lands  in  Texas,  of  which  he 
covenanted  that  he  was  then  the  owner,  will  not  make  the  contract  valid 
when  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  it,  and  by  the  averments  in  tlie  bill,  tliat 
the  object  and  intention  of  the  complainants  in  advancing  the  money  was 
to  assist  Texas  in  its  military  operations.' 

foai  *A  contract  made  in  the  United  States  at  that  time  for  the  purchase  of 
■I  land  in  Texas,  would  have  been  valid  even  if  the  money  was  after- 
wards used  to  support  hostilities  with  Mexico.  But  in  this  case  it  was  not 
an  ordinary  purchase,  but  tlie  object  of  the  complainants,  as  avowed  in  the 
contract  and  the  bill,  was  to  aid  Texas  in  its  war  with  Mexico. 

The  contract  being  absolutely  void  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States  at  the 
time  it  was  made,  the  circumstance  that  it  was  valid  in  Texas,  and  tliat 
Texas  lias  since  1>ecome  a  member  of  the  Union,  does  not  entitle  the  com- 
plainants to  enforce  it  in  the  courts  of  the  Unitod  States. 

Nu  contract  can  l>e  enforced  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  no  matter 
where  made  or  where  to  be  executed,  if  it  is  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  or  is  in  contravention  of  the  public  policy  of  the  government 

-  or  in  conflict  with  subsisting  treaties.* 

1  Cited.   Phillipi  v.  Paynt,  2  Otto,  with  the  United  States,  no  violation 

132.    See  note  to  Lather  v.  Bordtn,  7  of  the   neutrality  lawa   having  been 

How.,  I;  also  C/ark  v.  Braden,  Id  Id.,  committed,  was  valid.    And  see   De 

63G;  FeUawi  v.  BlfKktmitA,19  Id., 866;  L<on  v.  Treomo,  4S  Tex.,  88. 
Untied  Stales  v.UoUiday,3VfalL,M1;        '  S.   P.    McGainxi:   v.    Purifear,  8 

Bait  V  Hintlg,i  Cranch,  241;  s.  c,  Coldw.  (Tenn.),34;  Tatvm  v,  Ktllei/, 

Bee  Adm.,800;  United  Slatei  v.  Baker,  26  Ark.,  209 ;  but  it  is  otherwise  where 

5  Blalchf.,  6]    The   Homel,  2   Abb.  the  object  was  merely  the  getting  of 

(U.  8.),  %>.  profit  and  not  to  aid  in  military  oper- 

»  In    BaiUi/   T.   BdmoBt,   10    Abb.  ations.     Union  v,  Roberti.  40  Ga.,  30. 

(N.  Y.J  Pr.,  N.  8.,  270,  it  was  held  that  '  Cited.   Fox  v.  Gardner,  21  Wall., 

a  subscription  of  money  made  in  tliis  480 ;  DrexUr  v.  Tgrrdl,  16  Nev.,  132. 

country,  to  be  used  in  another  conn-  S,  P.    WHinn  v.  LeRoii,  1  Brock.,  447; 

try  to  aid  it  in  iM  revolutionary  strug-  Piaii  r.  Oliver,  1  McLean,  295 ;  a.  c, 

gle  agaiDst  a  government  at  p«ace  2  Id.,  2dT;  3  How-  338;  Senddw  v. 
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In  this  cause  Mr.  Juitiee  Catron  was  absent,  because  of 
iadisposition,  during  the  hearing  before  the  court,  and  took 
no  part  in  the  decision. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Texas. 

The  facts  in  the  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

There  were  several  causes  of  demuri-er  filed  in  the  court 
below,  but  it  is  necessary  to  notice  only  the  following,  be- 
cause the  decieion  in  this  court  turned  entirely  upon  them. 

1.  The  said  bill,  if  the  &cts  therein  were  true,  which  is  in 
no  sort  admitted,  contains  no  matter  or  thing  of  equity  upon 
which  to  ground  any  decree,  or  give  the  complainants  any 
aid  or  relief. 

2.  The  complainants'  said  bill  shows  no  legal  or  valid 
agreement  upon  which  to  ask  the  aid  or  decree  of  the  court ; 
hut,  to  the  contrary,  sets  out  and  shows  an  agreement  which 
was  in  violation  of  the  neutrality  of  the  United  States 
towards  the  Republic  of  Mexico  in  her  contest  witli  Texas. 

3.  The  complainants'  said  bill  seeks  the  aid  or  assistance 
of  the  court  to  enforce  the  specific  execution  of  an  agree- 
ment made  in  the  State  of  Kentucky,  between  citizens 
thereof  and  this  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  policy  of  the 
government  of  the  United  States  m  her  iutercourse  with 
foreign  governments. 

The  demurrer  was  sustained  generally  by  the  court  below, 
and  therefore  all  the  points  were  open  to  ai^ument  in  this 
court ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  notice  any  except  those  upon 
which  the  judgment  of  the  court  rested. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  iSnethen,  for  the  appellants,  and  there 
was  also  a  brief  filed  upon  that  side  by  Mr.  L.  Sherwood. 
On  the  part  of  the  appellee  it  was  at^ued  by  Mr.  Volney  E. 
Howard. 

Mr.  iSnethen  contended  that  the  neutrality  and  foreign 
policy  of  the  United  States  towards  Mexico  were  regulated 
entirely  by  law,  which  was  found  in  the  6th  section  of  the 
act  of  Congress  "of  the  20th  of  April,  1818,  (S  Stat.  j,.q 
at  L.,  449).  There  is  an  entire  absence,  in  the  con-  *- 
tract,  of  all  declaration  or  indication  of  the  place  or  country 
where  the  proposed  military  expeditions  were  to  be  begun,  or 

Audrtin,  2   McLetn,  404;   Martm  v.  ties   are   alien  enemiei.     Bannavy. 

BartoK  Iron  Worku,  3G  Ga.,  320.    And  Ett,  3  CrsDch,  242.    See  note  to  Bar- 

tlie  rule  applies  eren  thoDgh  Uie  can-  r'lt  v.  RmtmU,  \2  How.,  T6. 
CMct  be  not  Immoral,  sod  both  par- 
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of  the  place  whence  tliey  were  to  be  carried  on.  It  will  not 
be  denied  tliat,  to  subject  an  offender  to  the  ]iains  and  penal- 
ties of  this  section,  it  must  be  inconte^stahly  and  directly 
shown  and  proved  that  the  "military  exi)editiou  or  enter- 
prise "  which  he  may  "begin  or  set  on  foot,"  or  "provide  or 
prepare  the  means  for,"  was  begun  or  set  on  font  "  within  the 
territory  or  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,"  and  was  "to 
be  carried  on  from  thence  "  against  a  nation  with  whom  they 
were  at  peace.  So  obvious  a  |n-oi)osition  hardly  needs  the 
weight  of  authority  to  8up[inrt  it.  Now  the  contract  proves 
no  such  offence.  The  defeiulnnt  may  have  done,  and  intended 
to  have  carried  on,  all  the  acts  which  the  complainants  ena- 
bled him  to  do,  within  and  from  some  other  country  than  the 
United  States,  The  place  or  conntry  wliere  the  forbidden 
acta  were  done  and  whence  they  were  to  be  carried  on,  can- 
not be  inferred  from  the  language  of  the  contract  with  any 
degree  of  certainty,  and  the  omission  cannot  be  supplied  by 
any  known  rule  of  construction. 

The  6th  section  of  the  act  of  1818,  is  a  penal  enactment 
and  must  be  construed  strictly,  and  the  proof  to  sustain  an 
offence  i^ainst  it  must  he  direct  and  positive.  The  contract 
affords  not  only  no  such  proof,  but  no  proof  at  all,  that  the 
forbidden  acts  were  done  within  the  United  States,  and  to  be 
carried  on  from  thence.  No  such  oft'ence,  therefore,  as  that 
denounced  by  the  act,  when  strictly  construed,  having  been 
proved  against  the  pai'ties  to  the  contract,  the  contract  itself 
consequently  was  not,  when  made,  in  violation  of  the  neu- 
trality or  foreign  policy  of  this  country  towai-ds  Mexico  and 
other  nations,  as  established  and  defined  by  said  section  and 


The  same  coarse  of  argument  was  pursued  by  Mr.  L. 
Sherwood  in  his  brief  for  the  appellants. 
1.  Texas,  at  the  time  of  this  contract,  was  an  independent 

fovernment.  And  in  making  the  contract  the  complainants 
id  not  violate  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  enacted  to  pre- 
serve our  neutrality  with  nations  with  whom  we  were  at 
peace,  nor  did  they  violate  our  treaty  of  amity  with  Mexico. 
Heuce,  the  contract  was  legal,  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States. 

The  people  of  Texas,  represented  by  delegates,  met  in  gen- 
eral convention  at  Washington,  in  Texas,  on  the  2d  day  of 
March,  1836,  and  declared  themselves  a  "  Free  and  Inde- 
pendent  Republic."  And  then  and  there  set  themselves  at 
work  to  organize  and  establish  a  government.  And  on  the 
17th  day  of  the  same  month,  had  fully  organized  a  govern- 
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ment  by  the  name  'of  "The  Republic  of  Texas,"     j-,^, 
under  a  written  Constitution.    (Laws  of  Republic  of    ^ 
Texas,  vol.  1,  page  1  to  25.) 

Then  a  new  uutioii  wag  born.  An  indepeodent  nation, 
that  maintained  her  independence  and  fieeduni  among  the 
nations  of  the  earth,  and  was  subsequently  recogoized  by 
them  as  possessing  all  the  sovereignty  and  attributes  of  other 
nations.  As  sucn  Republic,  she  maintained  lier  indepen- 
dence in  fact  and  in  name,  until  she  became  incorporated 
into  the  government  of  the  United  States,  December  29, 
1845. 

The  first  question  to  be  determined  by  this  court  is, 
whether  Texas,  at  the  time  before  stated,  had  the  right  to 
become,  and  whether  she  did  become  an  independent  govern- 
ment ? 

That  she  had  the  right  so  to  become,  will  not  be  doubted 
by  any  man,  nor  by  any  court,  who  "  hold  these  truths  to  be 
self-evident,  that  all  men  are  created  equal;  that  they  are 
endowed  by  their  Creator  with  certaiu  unalienable  riglits ; 
that  among  these  are  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happi- 
ness. That  to  secure  these  rights,  governments  are  instituted 
among  men,  deriving  their  just  powers  from  the  consent  of 
the  governed.  That  whenever  any  form  of  government 
becomes  destructive  of  these  ends,  it  is  the  right  of  the 
people  to  alter  or  abolish  it,  and  to  institute  a  new  govern- 
ment, laying  its  foundation  on  such  principles,  and  organiz- 
ing its  powers  in  such  form,  as  to  them  shall  seem  most  likely 
to  effect  their  safety  and  happiness." 

Such  right  your  liunoi's  will  not  doubt.  It  was  happily 
incorporated  in  the  first  principles  of  the  fust  truly  written 
international  law; — in  America,  the  first  hiw  that  ia  learned 
by  the  courts  or  by  the  bar — learned  generally,  ere  pro- 
fessional studies  are  commenced,  and  imbibed  almost  with 
the  first  nourishment  of  the  American  child. 

That  Texas,  at  the  time  to  which  I  liave  referred,  became 
entirely  severed  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  is  fully  shown 
by  the  reference  I  have  made  to  the  first  volume  of  her  laws. 
That  she  maintained  her  independence,  and  was  never  again 
subjected  to  the  dominion  of  Mexico,  is  a  fact,  sustained  by 
the  history  of  her  struggles,  as  well  as  by  the  history  of  our 
own  government,  and  otner  governments  in  their  negotiations 
withTier. 

Although  our  government  had  not  officially  recognized  the 
independence  of  Texas,  at  the  date  of  this  contract,  yet, 
shortly  after  that  period,  official  correspondence  and  inter- 
course commenced  between  the    United    States    and    the 
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Republic  of  Texas,  and  we  find  a  treaty  negotiated  between 
the  two  governments,  as  early  bs  April,  1838.  8  Stat,  at  L., 
610. 

It  is  claimed  that  this  contract  is  void,  as  being  in  violation 
of  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  provided  for  the  punieh- 
•491  mont  'of  'persons  who  shall,  within  the  territory  or 
■I  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  "begin  or  set  on 
foot,  or  provide  or  prepare,  the  means  for  any  military  expe- 
dition or  enterprise,  to  be  carried  on  from  tbeuce  against  me 
territory  or  dominions  of  any  foreign  prince  or  State,  with 
whom  the  United  States  are  at  peace." 

This  is  a  penal  Btatute,  and  must  be  construed  strictly. 
And  I  lespectf uUy  insist,  that,  while  it  is  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  government,  to  preserve  her  neutraUty  be- 
tween belligerent  nations,  there  is  nothing  in  this  law  to 
prevent  one  of  her  citizens  entering  into  a  contract  with  a 
citizen  of  another  independent  government  for  the  purchase 
of  land  lying  in  that  government,  even  though  it  be  recited 
in  the  contract,  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  person  selling 
his  lands  to  nae  the  money  he  receives  for  them  in  raising 
and  equipping  volunteers  to  maintain  and  advance  the  inde- 
pendence of  his  country. 

It  does  not  appear,  from  the  bill,  that  the  contract  was  for 
the  advancement  of  funds  to  raise  and  equip  volunteers 
within  the  United  States,  or  to  carry  on  war  from  thence 
against  Mexico.  For  aught  that  appears,  the  design  of  Gen- 
eral Chambers  was  to  raise  his  volunteers  in  Texas.  And  it 
might  as  well  be  iiresumed  that  they  were  to  be  raised  in 
Europe,  as  in  the  United  States. 

Besides,  Texas  was  an  independent  government.  And  the 
purpose  of  General  Chambers,  as  declared,  was,  to  maint^n 
her  independence;  and  not  to  make  incursions  from  the 
"United  States,  or  even  from  Texas,  into  Mexico. 

There  is  notliiiig  in  this  statute  inhibiting  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  from  volunteering  in  the  service  of  another 
government  to  maintain  her  independence,  already  declared ; 
and  uphold  her  government,  fully  instituted ;  nor  declaring 
it  unlawful  for  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  to  contribute 
means  for  such  purposes. 

Again,  it  is  insisted  by  the  defendant,  that  this  contract  is 
in  violation  of  the  treaty  of  amity,  commerce  and  navigation 
between  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  United  Mexi- 
can States,  of  April  5,  1832. 

The  1st  article  of  that  treaty  is  in  these  words :  "  There 
shall  be  a  firm,  inviolable,  and  universal  peace,  and  a  true 
and  sincere  friendship  between  the  United  States  of  America 
46 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1852. 


KeuDett  et  al.  v.  Chambera. 


and  the  United  Mexican  States,  in  all  the  extent  of  tbeii'  poB- 
seBsions  and  territories,  and  between  their  people  and  citizens 
regpectively,  without  distinction  of  persons  or  places." 

In  reTolutiona,  there  must  be  a  time  when  an  old  govern- 
ment ends  and  a  new  one  begins.  And  when  a  new  one 
begins,  it  must  embrace  a  certain  portion  of  the  earth  of 
which  it  has  possession.  Now  with  regard  to  this  provision 
of  the  Treaty,  I  *respectfully  insist,  that,  by  a  revoln-  p*.n 
tiou,  a  portion  of  what  was  before  Mexico,  ceased  to  *- 
be  any  part  of  the  possessions  or  territory  of  Mexico,  and 
became  the  possessions  and  territory  of  the  new  government ; 
and  that  this  provision  in  the  treaty  could  no  longer  bind  the 
United  States  to  regard  the  revolted  territory  as  any  part  of 
the  Mexican  territory. 

In  regard  to  the  obligations  of  this  Treaty,  and  its  binding 
force  upon  the  United  States,  in  September,  1836,  the  ques- 
tion is  not,  whether  the  United  States  had  recognized  the  in- 
dependence of  Texas  ;  but  whether  Texas  had,  in  fact, 
achieved  her  independence. 

If  Texas  had  not  achieved  her  independence  in  1836,  when 
this  contract  was  executed,  then  she  had  not  achieved  it  at 
a  subsequent  period,  when  the  United  States  government  did 
officially  rect^nize  her  independence.  And  if  these  citizens 
of  Ohio,  in  September,  1836,  violated  this  treaty  of  amity 
with  Mexico,  then  the  United  States  government  violated  the 
same  treaty  in  March,  1837,  by  recognizing,  and  in  April, 
1838,  by  treating  with  the  Republic  of  Texas.  For  when 
this  contract  was  made,  the  revolted  colony  had  already 
achieved  hev  independence,  established  her  government,  and 
had  never  relinquished  any  part  of  her  territory  acquired  by 
the  revolution. 

The  question  whether  Texas  had  achieved  her  independ- 
ence in  September,  1836,  was  a  historic  and  governmental 
fact — a  fact  not  depending  upon  any  question  of  recognition 
by  other  and  different  nations. 

It  is  true  that  other  governments  niiglit  or  might  not,  as 
they  should  choose,  send  to  and  receive  from  Texas  diplo- 
matic agents.  But  whether  they  did  or  not,  could  not  alter 
the  fact  of  Texan  independence,  so  long  as  Mexico  never  re- 
possessed herself  of  the  revolting  territory.  And  so  far  as 
the  fact  of  Texan  independence  was  concerned,  it  was  no 
more  the  province  of  our  government  than  of  any  other  to 
determine  when  that  fact  transpired.  And,  as  I  conceive,  no 
more  the  province  of  any  government,  than  of  the  citizens, 
except  so  far  as  concerns  the  relations  of  diplomacy. 

The  recognition  of  (he  independence  of  Texas,  by  the 
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United  States,  in  no  way  determined  the  fact  as  to  when  she 
became  independent,  any  more  tliau  did  tlie  uekiiowledgment 
of  the  independence  of  the  United  States  by  tlie  British  gov- 
ernment, determine  the  fact  as  to  when  the  United  States  be- 
came independent.  If  the  time  or  date  of  the  indei^endence 
of  revolting  colonies  depends  on  the  decision  of  neutral  na- 
tions, and  not  upon  the  fact  whether  the  revolting  colony  has 
estabhshed  a  civil  government  which  is  continued  in  suooess- 
ful  operation,  performing  all  the  functions  of  an  independent 
miA-\  power,  then  we  are  "all  mistaken  in  the  date  of  our 
-■  national  existence ;  and  instead  of  celebrating  the  an- 
niversary of  the  4th  of  July,  1776,  we  should  ascertain  the 
different  days  of  the  recognition  of  our  indepen<lence  by  other 
nations,  and  celebrate  them.  And  thus,  instead  of  having 
one  national  holiday,  we  would  have  as  many  as  there  are 
nations  with  whom  we  have  diplomatic  relations.  By  such 
a  decision  our  boys  would  be  delighted,  and  the  interests  of 
pyrotechnists  greatly  benefited. 

Mr.  Volney  E.  Howard,  for  the  appellees. 
We  insist  that  the  bill  in  this  case  cannot  be  maintained, 
because, — 

1.  It  is  shown,  on  the  face  of  the  euntract  and  the  bill,  that 
the  obligation  was  given  to  enable  General  Chambers  to  raiue 
and  equip  volunteers,  to  carry  on  a  war  in  Texas  against  the 
republic  of  Mexico,  and  was  therefore  in  violation  of  our  neu- 
trality laws  with  Mexico.  The  contract  was  entered  into  in 
Ohio,  in  September,  1836,  before  this  government  had  ac- 
knowledged the  independence  of  Texas.  Contracts  to  furnish 
money  to  carry  on  war  by  revolted  subjects,  i^ainst  a  govern- 
ment with  whom  we  are  at  peace,  are  void.  1  Kent,  116, 118, 
123;  Dewentz  v.  Hendrickt,  9  Moo.  C.  B.,  586.  If  the  gov- 
ernment does  not  interfere,  it  is  illegal  for  citizens  to  do  so. 
1  Kent,  24,  note  A,  25  note.  And,  until  the  guvernment  ac- 
knowledges the  independence  of  the  revolted  province,  the 
courts  recognize  the  ancient  condition  of  things,  under  which 
this  contract  would  be  illegal.  1  Kent,  25  ;  9  Ves.,  847  ;  4 
Ci-anch,  272;  13  Johns.  (N.  Y.),  561,  587;  3  Wheat.,  824, 
610 ;  Wheaton's  Elements,  453. 

2.  It  appears  from  the  contract,  and  the  allegations  of  the 
bill,  on  page  8  of  the  record,  that  the  contract  in  this  case 
was  entered  into,  not  only  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing 
money  to  equip  volunteers  to  carry  on  a  war  in  Texas  against 
Mexico,  in  aid  of  the  revolutionists,  but  for  the  further  illegal 
purpose  of  raising  volunteers  to  proceed  from  this  country. 
The  contract  was  therefore  void,  as  against  the  laws  of  the 
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United  States  and  our  treaty  of  ainity  and  frieiidBhip  with 
Mexico.  The  coiitrsct  was  executed  in  Cinciotiati,  on  the 
16th  September,  1836,  and  recites  that  General  Chambers 
"  is  now  engaged  in  raising,  arming,  and  equipping  volunteers 
for  Texas,'  &c.  Act  of  Congress,  1886,  p.  53  ;  Senate  Jour- 
nal, 18S7,  pp.  110,  810 ;  Act  of  March  10,  1838,  5  Stat,  at 
L.,  212;  Ex.  Doc.  1836,  p.  188;  Vol.  6,  Doc.  266;  Doc.  38, 
p.  36. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Texas, 

*The  appellants  filed  a  bill  iu  that  court  against  the  ■-•4c 
appellee,  to  obtain  the  specific  execution  of  an  agree-  '- 
ment  which  ia  set  out  in  full  in  the  bill ;  and  which  they 
allege  was  executed  at  the  city  of  Cincinnati,  in  the  State  of 
Ohio,  on  or  about  the  16th  of  September,  1886.  Some  of  the 
complainants  claim  as  original  parties  to  the  contract,  and 
the  others  as  assignees  of  original  parties,  who  have  sold  and 
assigned  to  them  their  interest. 

The  contract,  after  stating  that  it  was  entered  into  on  the 
day  and  year  above  mentioned,  between  General  T.  Jefferson 
Chambers,  of  the  Texan  army,  of  the  first  part,  and  Morgan 
Neville  and  six  others,  who  are  named  in  the  agreement,  of 
the  city  of  Cincinnati,  of  the  second  part,  proceeds  to  recite 
the  motives  and  inducements  of  the  parties  in  the  following 
words : — 

*'  That  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  being  desirous  of 
assisting  the  said  General  T.  Jefferson  Chambers,  who  is  now 
engaged  in  raising,  arming,  and  equipping  volunteers  for 
Texas,  and  who  is  in  want  of  means  therefor;  and,  being  ex- 
tremely desirous  to  advance  the  cause  of  freedom  and  the  inde- 
Sendence  of  Texas,  have  ^reed  to  purchase  of  the  said  T. 
efferson  Chambers,  of  his  private  estate,  the  lands  herein- 
after described." 

And  after  this  recital  follows  the  agreement  of  Chambers, 
to  sell  and  convey  to  them  the  land  described  in  the  agree- 
ment, situated  in  Texas,  for  the  sum  of  twelve  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars,  which  he  acknowledged  that  he  had  received 
in  their  notes,  payable  in  equal  instalmemts  of  four,  six,  and 
twelve  monthB,  and  he  covenanted  that  he  had  a  good  title  to 
this  land,  and  would  convey  it  with  general  waiTanty.  There 
are  other  stipulations,  on  the  part  of  Chambers,  to  secure  the 
title  to  the  parties,  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state,  as  they 
ore  not  material  to  the  questions  before  the  court. 
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After  setting  out  the  cfmtract  at  large,  tlie  bill  avers,  that 
the  notes  given,  as  aforesaid,  weie  all  paid ;  and  seta  forth  the 
manner  in  whiuh  the  coinplaiiiants,  who  were  not  parties  to 
the  original  contract,  )iad  acquired  their  interest  as  assignees ; 
and  charges  that,  notwithstanding  the  full  payment  of  the 
money,  Cliambers,  under  different  pretexts,  refuses  to  convey 
the  hxnd,  according  to  tlie  terms  of  his  agi-eement. 

It  further  states,  that  they  are  informed  and  believe  that  he 
received  full  compensation,  in  money,  script,  land,  or  other 
valuable  prf)[)erty,  for  the  supplies  furnished  by  him,  and  in 
arming  and  equipping  the  Texan  army  referred  to  in  the  said 
contnict,  and  which  it  was  in  part  the  object  of  the  said  parties 
(if  the  second  part  to  assist  him  to  do,  by  the  said  advances 
made  by  them,  as  before  stated,  and  which  said  advances  did 
enable  tlie  said  Cliambere  so  to  do. 

"To  this  bill  the  resi)ondent  (Chambers)  demurred, 
and  tlie  principal  question  which  arises  on  the  de- 
murrer is,  whether  the  contract  was  a  legal  and  valid  one,  and 
such  as  can  be  enforced  by  either  party  in  a  court  of  the 
United  States.  It  appears  on  the  face  of  it,  and  by  the  aver- 
ments of  the  api>ellants  in  their  bill,  that  it  was  made  in 
Cinciiniati,  with  a  general  in  the  Texan  army,  who  was  then 
engaged  in  raising,  arming,  and  equipping  volunteera  for 
Texas,  to  carry  on  hostilities  with  Mexico ;  and  that  one  of 
the  inducements  of  the  appellants,  in  entering  into  this  con- 
tract and  advancing  the  money,  was  to  assist  him  in  accom- 
plishing these  objects. 

The  District  Court  decided  that  the  contract  was  illegal 
luid  void,  and  sustained  the  demurrer  and  dismissed  the  bul ; 
and  we  think  that  the  decision  was  right. 

The  validity  of  this  contract  depends  upon  the  relation  in 
which  this  country  then  stood  tfl  Mexico  and  Texas ;  and  the 
duties  whicli  these  relations  imposed  upon  the  government 
and  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

Texas  had  declared  itself  independent  a  few  months  previ- 
ous to  this  agreement.  But  it  had  not  been  acknowledged 
by  the  United  States ;  and  the  constituted  authorities  charged 
with  our  fiireign  relations,  regarded  the  treaties  we  had  made 
with  Mexico  as  stitl  in  full  force,  and  obligatory  upon  both 
nations.  By  the  treaty  of  limits,  Texas  had  been  admitted 
by  Dur  government  to  be  a  part  of  the  Mexican  territory ;  and 
by  the  hrst  article  of  the  treaty  of  amity,  commerce,  and  navi- 
gation, it  was  declared,  "that  there  should  be  a  firm,  invio- 
lable, and  universal  ])eace,  and  a  true  and  sincere  friendship 
between  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  United  Mexican 
States,  in  idl  the  extent  <>f  tlicir  possessions  and  territories, 
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and  between  their  people  and  citizens  respectively,  without 
diBtiuctiou  of  persons  or  place."  These  treaties,  while  they 
remained  iji  force,  were,  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  the  supreme  law,  and  binding  not  only  upon  the  gov- 
ernment, but  upon  every  citizen.  No  contract  could  lawftilly 
be  made  in  violation  of  their  provisions. 

Undoubtedly,  when  Texas  had  achieved  her  independence, 
no  previous  treaty  could  bind  tliis  country  to  regard  it  as  a 
part  of  the  Mexican  territory.  But  it  belonged  to  the  gov- 
eruiuent,  and  not  to  individual  citizens,  to  decide  when  that 
event  had  taken  place.  And  that  decision,  according  to  the 
laws  of  nations,  depended  upon  the  question  whether  she  had 
or  had  not  a  civil  government  in  successful  operation,  capable 
of  performing  the  duties  and  fulfilling  the  obligations  of  an 
independent  power.  It  depended  upon  the  state  of  the  fact, 
and  not  upon  the  right  which  was  in  contest  between  the 
parties.  And  the  *President,  in  his  message  to  the  tua't 
Senate,  of  December  22,  18S6,  in  relation  to  the  con-  '■ 
fiict  between  Mexico  and  Texas,  which  was  still  pending, 
says;  "All  questions  relative  to  the  government  of  foreign 
nations,  whether  of  the  old  or  the  new  world,  have  been 
treated  by  the  United  States  as  questions  of  fact  only,  and 
our  predecessors  have  cautiously  abstained  from  deciding  upon 
them  until  the  clearest  evidence  was  in  their  possession,  to 
enable  them  not  only  to  decide  correctly,  but  to  shield  their 
decision  from  every  unworthy  imputation."  Senate  Journal 
of  1836,  37,  p.  54. 

Acting  upon  these  prineii)les,  the  uidependence  of  Texas 
was  not  acknowledged  by  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  until  the  beginning  of  March,  1887.  Up  to  that  time 
it  was  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  territory  of  Mexico.  The 
treaty  which  admitted  it  to  be  so,  was  held  to  be  still  in  force 
and  binding  on  both  parties,  and  every  effort  made  by  the 
government  to  fulfil  its  neutral  obligations,  and  prevent  our 
citizens  from  taking  part  in  the  conflict.  This  is  evident, 
from  an  official  communication  from  the  President  to  the 
Governor  of  Tennessee,  in  reply  to  an  inquiry  in  relation  to 
a  requisition  for  militia,  made  by  General  Gaines.  The  de- 
spatch is  dated  in  August,  183tD ;  and  the  President  uses  the 
following  language  :  "The  obligations  of  our  treaty  with  Mex- 
ico, as  well  as  the  general  principles  which  govern  our  inter- 
course with  foreign  powers,  require  us  to  maintain  a  strict 
neutrality  in  the  contest  which  now  agitates  a  part  of  that 
republic.  So  long  as  Mexico  fulfill  her  duties  to  ub,  as  they 
are  defined  by  the  treaty,  and  violates  none  of  the  rights  which 
are  secured  by  it  to  our  citizens,  any  act  on  the  jiart  of  the  Guv- 
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emment  of  the  United  States,  which  would  tend  to  foster  a 
spirit  of  resistance  to  her  government  and  laws,  whatever  may 
be  their  character  or  form,  when  administered  within  her  own 
limits  and  jurisdiction,  would  be  unauthorized  and  highly  im- 
proper.    Ex.  Doc,  1836,  1837,  Vol.  1,  Doc.  2,  p.  58. 

And  on  the  very  day  on  which  the  ^reement  of  which  w© 
are  speaking,  was  made,  (September  16,  1836,)  Mr.  Forsyth, 
the  Secretary  of  the  State,  iu  a  uote  to  the  Mexicau  Minister, 
assured  him  that  the  government  had  taken  measures  to 
secure  the  execution  of  the  laws  for  preserving  the  neutrality 
of  the  United  States,  and  that  the  public  ofGcers  were  vigilant 
in  the  discharge  of  that  duty.  Ex.  Doc.,  Vol.  1,  Doc.  2,  page 
63-64. 

Aud  atill  Iat«r,  the  President,  in  bis  message  to  the  Senate 
of  December  22, 1886,  before  referred  to,  says :  "  The  acknowl- 
edgment of  a  new  State  as  independent,  and  entitled  to  a 
place  in  the  family  of  nations,  is  at  all  times  an  act  of  great 
delicacy  and  responsibility ;  but  more  especially  so  when  such 
*4ai  *  State  has  •forcibly  separated  itself  from  another,  of 
J  which  it  formed  an  integral  part,  and  which  atill  clums 
dominion  over  it."  And,  after  speaking  of  the  policy  which 
our  government  had  always  adopted  on  such  occasions,  and  the 
duty  of  maintaining  the  established  character  of  the  United 
States  for  fair  and  impartial  dealing,  he  proceeds  to  express 
his  opinion  against  the  acknowledgment  of  the  independence 
of  Texas,  at  that  time,  in  the  following  words ; — 

"  It  is  true,  with  regard  to  Texas,  the  civil  authority  of 
Mexico  liaa  been  expelled,  its  invading  army  defeated,  the 
chief  of  the  republic  liimself  captured,  and  all  present  power 
to  control  the  newly  organized  Government  of  Texas  anni- 
hilated within  its  confines.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is, 
in  appearance  at  least,  an  immense  disparity  of  physical  force 
on  the  aide  of  Mexico.  The  Mexican  republic,  under  another 
executive,  is  rallying  its  forces  under  a  new  leader,  and  men- 
acing a  fresh  invasion  to  recover  its  lost  dominion.  Upon  the 
issue  of  tliis  threatened  invasion,  the  independence  of  Texas 
may  be  considered  as  suspended;  and,  were  there  nothing 
peculiar  in  the  relative  situation  of  the  United  States  and 
Texas,  our  acknowledgment  of  its  independence  at  such  a 
crisis  would  scarcely  be  regarded  as  consistent  with  that  pru- 
dent reserve  with  which  we  have  heretofore  held  ourselves 
bound  to  treat  all  similar  questions." 

The  whole  object  of  this  message  appears  to  have  been  to 
impress  upon  Congress  the  impropriety  of  acknowledgiug 
the  independence  of  Texas  at  that  time ;  and  the  more  espec- 
ially as  the  American  character  of  her  population,  and  her 
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known  desire  to  become  a  State  of  this  Union,  might,  if  pre* 
maturely  acknowledged,  bring  auspicioD  upon  the  motives  by 
which  we  were  governed. 

We  have  given  these  extracts  from  the  pubUc  documents 
not  only  to  show  that,  in  the  judgment  of  our  government, 
Texas  had  not  established  its  independence  when  this  contract 
was  made,  but  to  show  also  how  anxiously  the  constituted 
authorities  were  endeavoring  to  maintain  untarnished  the 
honor  of  the  couutrv,  and  to  place  it  above  the  suspicion  of 
taking  any  part  in  the  conflict. 

This  being  the  attitude  in  which  the  government  stood,  and 
this  its  open  and  avowed  policy,  upon  what  grounds  can  the 
parties  to  such  a  contract  as  this,  come  into  a  court  of  justice 
of  the  United  States  and  ask  for  its  specific  execution  ?  It 
was  made  in  direct  opposition  to  the  policy  of  the  goveromeot, 
to  which  it  was  the  duty  of  every  citizen  to  conform.  And, 
while  they  saw  it  exerting  all  its  power  to  fulfil  in  good  faith 
its  neutral  obligations,  they  made  themselves  parties  to  the 
war,  by  'furnishing  means  to  a  general  of  the  Texan  r>4Q 
army,  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  aiding  and  assisting  '■ 
him  in  his  militaiy  operations. 

It  might  indeed  fairly  be  inferred,  from  the  langu^e  of  the 
contract  and  the  statements  in  the  appellants'  bill,  that  the 
volunteers  were  to  be  raised,  armed,  and  equipped  within  the 
limits  of  the  United  States.  The  language  of  the  contract  is : 
"  That  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  (that  is,  the  complain- 
ants,) being  desirous  of  assisting  the  said  General  T.  Jeffer- 
son Chambers,  who  is  now  engaged  in  raising,  arming,  and 
equipping  volunteers  for  Texas,  and  is  in  want  of  means  there- 
for." And  as  General  Chambers  was  then  in  the  United 
States,  and  was,  as  the  contract  states,  actually  engaged  at 
that  time  in  raising,  arming,  and  equipping  volunteers,  and 
was  in  want  of  means  to  accomplish  his  object,  the  inference 
would  seem  to  be  almost  irresistible  that  these  preparations 
were  making  at  or  near  the  place  where  the  agreement  was 
made,  and  that  the  money  was  advanced  to  enable  him  to 
raise  and  equip-  a  military  force  in  the  United  States.  And 
this  inference  is  the  stronger,  because  no  place  is  mentioned 
where  these  preparations  are  to  he  made,  and  the  ^freement 
contains  no  engagement  on  his  part,  or  proviso  on  theirs,  which 
prohibited  him  from  using  these  means  and  making  these  mil- 
itary preparations  within  the  limits  of  the  United  States. 

If  tkis  be  the  correct  interpretation  of  the  agreement,  the 
contract  is  not  only  void,  but  the  parties  who  advanced  the 
money  were  liable  to  be  punished  in  a  criminal  prosecution, 
for  («  violation  of  the  neutrality  laws  of  the  United  States. 
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And  certainly,  with  end)  strong  indications  of  a  criminal  in- 
tent, aud  without  any  averment  in  tlie  bill  from  which  their 
innocence  can  be  inferred,  a  court  of  clianceiy  would  never 
lend  its  ai<l  to  carry  the  agi'eenient  into  aiwcific  execution, 
but  would  leave  the  parties  to  seek  their  remedy  at  law.  And 
this  ground  would  of  itself  be  sufficient  to  justity  the  decree 
of  the  District  Court  dismissing  tlie  hill. 

But  the  decision  stands  on  bi'oader  and  firmer  ground,  and 
this  ^reement  cannot  be  sustained  either  at  law  or  in  equity. 
The  question  is  not  whether  the  parties  to  this  contract  vio- 
lated the  neutrality  laws  of  the  United  States  or  subjected 
themselves  to  a  criminal  prosecution ;  but  whether  such  a 
contract,  made  at  that  time,  within  the  United  States,  fur  the 
purposes  stated  in  the  contract  and  the  bill  of  complaint,  was 
a  legal  and  valid  contract,  and  sucli  as  to  entitle  either  party 
to  the  aid  of  the  courts  of  justice  of  the  United  States  to  en- 
force its  execution. 

The  intercourse  of  thk  country  with  foreign  nations,  and 
its  policy  in  regard  to  them,  are  placed  by  the  Constitution  of 
•i-(\-\  the  •United  States  in  the  hands  of  the  government, 
J  and  its  decisions  upon  these  subjects  are  obligatory 
upon  every  citizen  of  the  Union.  He  is  bound  to  be  at  war 
with  the  nation  against  which  the  war-making  power  has  de- 
clared war,  and  equally  bound  to  coumiit  no  act  of  hostility 
against  a  nation  with  which  the  government  is  in  amity  and 
friendship.  This  principle  is  nnivei«ally  acknowledged  by 
the  laws  of  nations.  It  lies  at  the  foundation  of  all  govern- 
ment, as  there  could  be  no  social  order  or  jwaceful  relations 
between  the  citizens  of  different  countries  without  it.  It  is, 
however,  more  emphatically  true  in  relation  to  the  citizens  of 
the  United  States.  For  as  the  sovereignty  resides  in  the  peo- 
ple, every  citizen  is  a  portion  of  it,  and  is  himself  personally 
bound  by  the  laws  which  the  representatives  of  the  sover- 
eignty may  pass,  or  the  treaties  into  which  tliey  may  entei, 
within  the  scope  of  their  delegated  authority.  And  when  that 
authority  has  plighted  its  faith  to  another  nation  that  there 
shall  be  peace  and  friendship  between  the  citizens  of  the  two 
countries,  every  citizen  of  the' United  States  is  equally  and 
personally  pledged.  The  compact  is  made  by  the  department 
of  tlie  government  upon  which  he  himself  has  agreed  to  con- 
fer the  power.  It  is  his  own  personal  compact  ae  a  portion 
of  the  sovereignty  in  whose  beh.^lf  it  is  made.  And  he  can 
do  no  act,  nor  enter  into  any  agreement  to  promote  or  en- 
courage revolt  or  hostilities  against  the  territories  of  a  coun- 
try with  which  our  government  is  pledged  by  treaty  to  be  at 
peace,  without  a  breach  of  his  duty  as  a  citizen,  and  tiie  breach 
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of  the  faith  pledged  to  the  foreign  nation.  And  if  he  does  so. 
he  canuot  claim  the  aid  of  a  court  of  justice  to  enforce  it. 
The  appellants  say,  in  tlieir  contract,  that  they  were  indiicetl 
to  advance  the  money  by  the  desire  to  promote  tlie  cause  of 
fi-eedom.  But  our  own  freedom  cannot  be  preserved  witlioiit 
obedience  to  our  own  laws,  nor  social  order  preserved  if  tlie 
judicial  branch  of  the  government  countenanced  and  sustained 
contracts  made  in  violation  of  the  duties  which  the  law  im- 
poses, or  in  contravention  of  the  known  and  establislied  pol- 
icy of  the  political  department,  acting  within  the  limits  of  its 
constitutional  power. 

But  it  has  been  urged  in  the  argument  that  Texas  was  in 
fact  independent,  ana  a  sovereign  state  at  the  time  of  this 
agreement ;  and  that  the  citizen  of  a  neutral  nation  may  law- 
fully lend  money  to  one  that  is  engaged  in  war,  to  enable  it 
to  carry  on  hostilities  against  its  enemy. 

It  is  not  necessary,  in  the  case  before  us,  to  decide  how  far 
the  judicial  tribuncds  of  the  United  Stiites  would  enforce  a 
contract  like  this,  when  two  states,  acknoivledged  to  be  in- 
dependent, were  at  war,  and  this  countiy  neutral.  It  is  a 
sufficient  answer  to  the  amiment  to  say  that  the  question 
whether  Texas  had  or  'liad  not  at  that  time  become  |-,r, 
an  independent  state,  was  a  question  for  that  depart-  *-  '' 
ment  of  our  government  exclusively  which  is  charged  with 
our  foreign  relations.  And  until  the  period  when  that  de- 
partment recognized  it  as  an  independent  state,  the  judicijil 
tribunals  of  the  country  were  bound  to  consider  the  old  ordei' 
of  things  as  having  continued,  and  to  regard  Texas  as  a  part 
of  the  Mexican  territory.  And  if  we  undertook  to  inquire 
whether  she  had  not  in  fact  become  an  independent  sovereign 
state  before  she  was  recognized  as  such  by  tlie  treaty-niakinj:^ 
power,  we  should  take  upon  ourselves  the  exercise  of  politi- 
cal authority,  for  which  a  judicial  tribunal  is  wholly  uniil. 
and  which  the  Constitution  lias  conferred  exclusively  ujion 
another  department. 

This  is  not  a  new  question.  It  came  before  the  court  in 
the  case  of  Rote  v.  Himely,  4  Cranch,  272,  and  again  in  So//t 
V.  O-elttottf  3  Wheat.,  324.  And  in  l>oth  of  these  cases  the 
court  said,  that  it  belongs  exclusively  to  governments  to  rec- 
ognize new  states  in  the  revolutions  which  may  oci-nr  in  (he 
world;  and  until  such  recognition,  either  by  our  r.Mu  ;^i>v- 
ernment  or  the  government  to  which  the  new  state  beliit:<i:fd, 
courts  of  justice  are  bound  to  consider  the  ancient  state  of 
things  as  remaining  unaltered. 

It  was  upon  this  ground  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
in  England,  in  the  case  of  De   Wutz  v.  Henilrickn,  9  Moo., 
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586,  decided  that  it  was  contrary  to  the  law  of  nations  for 
persons  residing  in  England  to  enter  into  engagements  to 
raise  money  by  way  of  loan  for  the  purpose  of  supporting 
subjects  of  a  foreign  state  in  arnia  against  a  government  in 
friendship  with  England,  and  that  no  right  of  action  attached 
upon  any  such  contract.  And  this  decision  is  quoted  witii 
approbation  by  Chancellor  Kent,  in  1  Kent,  Com.,  116. 

Nor  can  the  subsequent  acknowledgment  of  the  independ- 
ence of  Texas,  and  her  admission  into  the  Union  aa  a  sov- 
ereign State,  affect  the  qneittion.  The  agreement  being  ille- 
gal and  absolutely  void  at  the  time  it  was  made,  it  can  derive 
no  force  or  validity  from  events  which  afterwards  happened. 

But  it  is  insisted,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  that  this 
contract  was  to  be  executed  in  Texas,  and  was  valid  by  the 
laws  of  Texas,  and  that  the  District  Court  for  that  State,  in  a 
controvei-sy  between  individuals,  was  bound  to  administer 
the  laws  of  tlie  State,  and  ought  therefore  to  have  enforced 
this  agreement. 

This  argument  is  founded  in  part  on  a  mistake  of  the  fact. 
The  contract  was  not  only  inatie  in  Cincinnati,  but  all  the 
stipulations  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  were  to  be  per- 
formed there  and  not  in  Texas.  And  the  advance  of  money 
.rn-i  which  they  'agreed  to  make  for  military  purposes  was 
J  in  fact  made  and  intended  to  be  made  in  Cincinnati, 
by  the  delivery  of  their  promissory  notes,  which  were  accepted 
by  the  appellee  as  payment  of  the  money.  This  appeara  on  the 
face  of  the  contract.  And  it  is  this  advance  of  money  for  the 
purposes  mentioned  in  the  agreement,  in  contravention  of 
the  neutral  obligations  and  policy  of  the  United  States,  that 
avoids  the  contract.  Tiie  mere  agreement  to  accept  a  con- 
veyance of  land  lying  in  Texas,  for  a  valuable  consideration 
paid  by  them,  would  have  been  free  from  objection. 

But  had  the  fact  been  otherwise,  certainly  no  law  of  Texas 
then  or  now  in  force  could  absolve  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  while  he  continued  such,  from  his  duty  to  this  gov- 
ernment, nor  compel  a  court  of  the  United  States  to  support 
a  contract,  no  matter  where  made  or  where  to  be  executed, 
if  that  contract  was  in  violation  of  their  laws,  or  contravened 
the  public  policy  of  the  government,  or  was  in  conflict  with 
subsisting  treaties  with  a  foreign  nation. 

We  therefore  hold  this  contract  to  be  illegal  and  void,  and 
affirm  the  decree  of  the  District  Court. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIBL  and  Mr.  Justice  GBIER  diweuted. 
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This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Texas,  and  was  argued  b^'  counsel.  On  con- 
sideration whereof  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged,  and  de- 
creed by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  the  said  District 
Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed  with 
coats. 


Joseph  Wiswall,  Plamtipf  in  Ebeor,  v.  David  Samp- 
son, Lbssbb  of  Edward  Hai^  and  Edward  S.  Dargan. 

Where  renl  esUte  U  in  tbe  cuttod;  of  a  receiver,  appointed  b;  a  court  of 

chanceiy,  a  lale  of  tbe  property  under  in  eiecution  inued  by  TJrtue  of  a 

jadgment  at  law,  i»  illegal  and  void.' 
Tlie  proper  modea  of  proceeding  pointed  out,  to  be  punued  by  any  penon 

who  claima  title  to  tbe  property,  either  by  mortgage,  or  judgment,  or 

otherwite.' 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Ahtbama. 

*It  was  an  ejectment  for  the  following  lot,  in  the  rveg 
city  of  Mobile,  bounded  south  by  St.  Francis  street,  '- 
and  lying  between  Water  and  Commerce  and  Planters 
streets  of  the  said  city,  having  a  front  of  thirty-five  feet  on 
St.  Francis  street,  and  extending  to  Planters  street,  with 
the  same  breadth ;  bounded  east  by  lands  formerly  belonging 
to  M.  D.  Eslava,  and  west  by  a  lot  of  Beach,  Ela  &  Co. 

The  declaration  contained  three  counts ;  two  upon  a  demise 
from  Edward  Hall,  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  and 
the  third  a  demise  from  Edward  S.  Dargan. 

Although  the  decision  of  the  court  turned  upon  a  single 
point,  it  is  necessary  to  connect  it  with  the  oUier  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  which  are  somewhat  complioated. 

>  Afplibd.    PtaU    J.    Pliippi,    14  2   HcCrary,   343;   Haderigg   r.   Bro- 

Raw.,  376.      Rblibd   ok.    Barim   v.  naugh,  7B  Ky.,  63;  Xealia  t.  Bitttina, 

Barbour,   14   Otto,   128,  188.     Citkd.  9  Daly,  307  ;  GWrfnw  t.  younj,  1  N.  f. 

Taghf  T.  Carri/l,  20  How..  696;  Peo-  CityCt.Rep..84i  SwcWohjkt.  WA«fer, 

M$  Bank  V.  CaUiaun,  12  Otto,  262;  17  So.  Car.,  98.     Compare  De  Viutr 

».  c,  1  Morr.  Tr.,28;  PuUiam  t.  Ot.  t.  Blackttime,  6  RUtcbf.,  236;  SMn- 

bonu,  IT  How.,  4TIJ.  tan  T.  Aliantic  4-c.  B.  Co.,W  Pa.  St., 

»  SeeSe™iii6«T.Slo«,2(IHow.,107;  160;  HooUg  v.  Gitv.l  Abb.  (N.  Y.f 

SauannaJi  y.  Jeuup,  16  Otto,  666 ;  Burl  N.  C,  371. 
T.  Ktpu,  I  rUpp.,  08;  WoUmt  t.  Flint, 
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The  following  table  contains  a  reference  to  the  principal 
facts  beuj'ing  u[)on  the  respective  titles  uf  tlie  plaintiff  and 
ilefendnnt. 


IMO,  April  28.    Ticknor.  being  in  pou 

Plaintiff's  TilU. 
Dec.  28.     Fowler  and  othera  obtuned 

a    judgment    against   Ticknor   for 
87.17fl.25. 

lewion,  conveyed  the  property  to  Day. 

DemdantU  Tiilt. 
1840. 

1842. 

1842. 
June  14.     Wiswall  obtained  judgment 

against  Ticknor  for  .92,2»:t.l7. 
July  1.    Ji.fn.  issued  on  It,  returned 

"  no  properly  found." 

18*3. 

18+:i. 

Feb.  7.     Bill  flle<l   l>y  Wiswall   to  set 

aaidc  Hie  deed  from  'ncknor  to  Day 

as  fraudulent. 

1M6. 
Feb.  24.    Aliai  J.  fa.  on  CkhilIi  anil 

Sneed'e  judgnient. 
April  7.      Alias  Ji.  /«.    on   Fowler^ 

judgment. 

July  7.    Lot  sold  to  Dargan  under  the 

August  13.     Marthal  executed  a  deed 
to  Dargan. 

1846. 

April  Term.  Deed  from  Ticknor  to 
Day  set  aside  as  fraudulent. 

June  27.  Keeeiver  appointed  by  tlie 
Ihc  chancellor,  took  possession. 

Nov.  20.     Dargan  applied  to  the  clian- 
cellor  to  have  the  property  delivered 
orer  to  him.  or  for  leave  to  bring  an 
ejectment.     Both  refused. 

1847. 

1847. 

March  1.    Ut  sold  by  the  master  in 

chancery  to  Wiswall,  and  deed  made. 

1848. 
April     .    Dargan    brought   an  eject- 
ment »gainst  Wigwall. 

1848. 

,c j-i  *Upon  the  trial,  the  following  hill  of  exceptions  was 
^*-l  taken : 
Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  trial  of  this  cause  on  this 
4th  day  of  Janniiiv,  1849,  before  the  Honorable  William 
Crawford.  Judge,  the  plaintiffs,  to  show  title  in  their  lessors, 
offered  in  evidence  a  judgment  rendered  in  this  court  on  the 
28th  December,  1840,  in  favor  of  C.  S.  Fowler  &  Co.,  fwwnst 
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John  Ticknor,  for  W.SQl,  besides  costs;  alao  a  judgment 
rendered  in  this  voiiit,  on  t)ie  Blst  Ueceiuber,  1840,  in  favor 
of  Crouch  and  Siieed  against  John  Tickiior,  $7,176.25  and 
costs;  upon  each  of  which  judgments  fi.  fat.  were  issued 
within  a  year  and  returned  by  tlie  marshal,  No  property 
found ;  no  other  executions  or  process  issued  upon  eitlier  of 
these  judemenl.],  except  the  following :  Upon  the  judgment 
of  Crouch  and  Siieed  an  aliai  fi.  fa.  was  issued  on  the  24th 
February,  1845,  and  levied  on  the  property  sued  for,  upon 
which  the  marshal  returned.  Levied  —  and  "the  sale  of  the 
property  levied  on  postponed  by  Judge  E.  S.  Dargan,  until 
farther  order."  And  on  the  17th  May,  1845,  a  pluriee  fi.  fa. 
issued  on  this  judgment  and  was  levied  on  the  same  property. 
Upon  the  judgment  of  C.  S.  Fowler  &  Co.  an  alias  fi.  fa.  was 
usued  on  the  7th  of  April,  1845,  and  levied  on  the  same  prop- 
erty, and  returned,  For  want  of  time  to  sell.  And  on  the 
first  day  of  May,  1845,  a  venditioni  exponat  issued,  upon 
which  and  the  execution  on  the  Crouch  and  Sneed  judgments, 
issued  the  17th  May,  the  property  was  sold  by  the  marshal 
on  the  7th  July,  1845,  to  Edward  S.  Dar^n,  for  f7,500 ;  and 
a  deed  was  made  by  the  marshal  to  said  Darran,  bearing  date 
the  thirteenth  of  August,  1845.  The  plaintiff  further  offered 
in  evidence  a  deed  of  release  and  quitclaim  of  the  same  prem- 
ises, &om  Edward  S.  Dargan  to  Edward  Hall,  one  of  the 
lessors,  hearing  date  the  8d  of  April,  1848,  a  copy  of  which  is 
hereto  attached,  marked  X;  to  the  reading  of  which  the  de- 
fendant, by  his  attorney,  objected,  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
neither  acknowledged  nor  recorded ;  but  the  objection  was 
overruled  by  the  court,  and  the  deed  admitted  in  evidence 
upon  the  proof  of  tlje  handwriting  of  Daman,  and  the  de- 
fendant excepted.  The  plaintiff  further  offered  evidence  to 
show  that  John  Ticknor  was  in  possession  of  the  property 
sued  for  from  1888  or  1839  claiming  title,  and  that  he  re- 
mained in  possession  until  about  1845;  but  whether,  after 
1840,  Ticknor  claimed  it  as  his  own,  or  held  possession  as  the 
tenant  of  some  one  else,  witness  did  not  know.  It  further 
appeared  that  Ticknor  built  the  store ;  that  in  1839  or  1840, 
he  became  embarrassed,  and  that  he  owed  a  large  sum  of 
money  to  one  James  L.  Day,  and  from  some  time  in  1840 
carried  on  business  in  the  store  as  the  ^ent  of  said  Day. 
Day  was  often  there  and  had  the  control,  but  Ticknor 
manf^d  all  the  details.  It  was  further  proved  that  McCoy 
and  .U)hnson,  *the  tenants  served  with  the  declaration,  p,rr 
were  in  possession  of  the  premises  in  April,  1848,  and  ^ 
had  been  in  possession  since  November,  1347. 
The  defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  a  judgment  obtained 
59 


S5  SUPREME  COURT. 

Wiawall  r.  Sninp«oti. 

in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mobjle  County,  on  the  14th  day  of 
June,  1842,  in  favor  of  Joseph  Wiawall  against  John  Tieknor, 
for  the  sum  of  $2,238.17,  besides  costs;  and  a  fi.  fa.  issued 
thereon  the  Ist  July,  1842,  returnable  to  the  fall  term  of  said 
court,  which  was  returned  by  the  sheriff,  No  propertj-  found ; 
also  the  transcripts  from  the  records,  duly  certified,  of  a  deed 
made  by  John  Tieknor  to  James  L.  Day,  bearing  date  the  28th 
of  April,  1840,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed,  mai-ked  A  ;  also 
the  exemplification  of  a  decree  and  proceedings  in  a  suit  in 
chancery,  filed  the  7th  of  February,  1843,  by  Joseph  Wiswall, 
as  a  judgment  creditor  of  John  Tieknor,  against  said  Tieknor 
and  James  L.  Day ;  a  copy  of  which  bill,  answers,  and  de- 
crees, Are  hereto  annexed,  marked  B ;  also  a  decree  and  pi-o- 
ceediuga  in  the  same  court  of  chancery  upon  a  bill  filed  March 
1st,  1845,  by  the  president,  directors,  and  company  of  the 
Bank  of  Mobile,  James  Stewart,  and  Henry  Lazarus,  several 
judgment  creditors  of  said  Tieknor,  and  against  said  Tieknor 
and  James  L.  Day,  which  bill  was  similar  in  its  form  and  ob- 
ject to  the  bill  of  Wiawall,  and  was  served  on  the  defendant, 
Tieknor,  ou  the  Ist  March,  1845 ;  a  copy  of  the  answer  of 
Day,  and  the  decree,  ia  annexed,  marked  C.  The  defendant 
then  proved  that  Waring,  the  receiver  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery in  the  above  two  suits,  went  into  the  possession  of  the 
property  sued  for  on  St.  Francis  street,  as  such  receiver,  on 
the  27th  day  of  June,  1845,  and  remained  in  possession  as 
such  i-eceiver  until  the  same  was  sold  by  him  on  the  first 
Monday  of  March,  1847 ;  that  notice  was  given  at  the  mar- 
shal's sale,  when  the  property  was  bid  off  by  Dargan,  of  the 
pendency  of  the  above-named  suits  in  chancery,  and  the 
claims  of  the  complainant  there  asserted,  and  that  he  was,  as 
receiver  aforesaid,  then  in  possession  of  said  property  under 
the  decrees  in  chancery  in  tlie  above  suits.  The  property 
was  duly  sold  by  the  receiver  on  the  1st  day  of  March,  1847, 
to  K.  B.  Sewall  for  sis  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  and  a 
deed  of  the  same  made  tt>  him  by  the  said  receiver  and  mas- 
ter in  chancery ;  and  on  the  tenth  day  of  May,  1847,  the  same 
was  conveyed  by  said  Sewall  to  the  defendant,  Joseph  Wis- 
wall ;  it  was  also  shown  that  the  purchaser  from  the  receiver 
went  into  possession,  and  that  the  whole  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase-money was  paid  and  appropriated  under  the  directions 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

The  defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  the  transcript  of  a 

decree  and  proceedings  had  in  a  court  of  chancery,  in  Mobile, 

,-«-!     *upon  the  petition  of  Edward  S.  Dargan  gainst  Moses 

J     Waring,  receiver,  Joseph  Wiswall,  John  Tieknor,  and 

James  L.  Day,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed,  marked 
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Exhibit  D ;  which  decree  had  been  affirmed  by  the  Supiemo 
Court ;  C.  Cuyler,  the  deputy  uiaishal  who  tuade  the  sale  to 
Dargan,  testified  that  uo  nioDey  whatever  was  paid  upon 
said  sale,  but  that  Dargau  gave  bis  uote  to  tlie  marshal  for 
the  costs. 

John  P.  Adama  testified  that  he  acted  as  the  attorney  of 
C.  S.  Fowler  &  Co.,  in  recovering  their  judgment  in  this  court, 
and  had  ever  since  represented  said  judgment ;  and  that  E.  S. 
Dargan,  from  some  time  prior  to  the  marshal's  sale,  repre- 
sented the  judgment  of  Crouch  and  Sneed ;  that  it  was  agreed 
between  said  attorneys,  Adams  and  Dai^n,  representing 
said  judgments,  that  the  land  should  be  sold  upon  them,  and 
bid  off  in  the  name  of  Dargan,  and  that  if  the  title  thus  ac- 
quired should  enable  Dargan  to  recover  the  property,  the 
judgment  of  C-  S.  Fowler  &  Co.  should  be  paid  out  of  it; 
but  that  if  the  property  should  not  be  recovered  by  such 
title,  then  the  sale  was  to  be  considered  a  nullity,  and  no 
money  to  be  paid  whatever  on  acccuut  of  it;  and  that  this 
waa  the  understanding  of  Adams,  but  that  after  the  sale  he 
yielded  to  the  views  of  Dargan,  and  signed  a  memorandum  to 
the  effect  that  Dargan  should  be  a  trustee  for  the  parties. 
It  was  further  in  evidence  that  with  the  arrangementa  be- 
tween Darean  and  Adams  there  was  no  connection  on  the 
part  of  TicKnoi,  the  defendant  in  the  judgment,  and  no  as- 
sent was  given  by  him  to  them. 

Adams  also  testified  that,  as  the  representative  of  the  judg- 
ment of  C.  S.  Fowler  and  Co.,  he  entered  a  motion  in  this 
court  at  the  spring  term,  1847,  to  amend  the  marshal's 
return  made  upon  the  execution  in  that  case,  to  sliow  that  no 
money  was  in  fact  paid  on  said  bid  of  Dai^an ;  and  said  mo- 
tion was  produced  and  read  to  the  jury,  and  is  still  pending 
and  undetermined. 

Defendant  then  offered  to  read  a  bill  filed  in  the  Chancery 
Court  of  Mobile,  on  the  18th  February,  1847,  in  the  name  of 
David  A.  Hall,  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  C.  S.  Fowler  & 
Co.,  (^inst  John  Ticknor,  James  L.  Day,  Moses  Waring,  re- 
ceiver, Joseph  Wiswall,  Bank  of  Mobile,  James  Stewart,  and 
Henry  Lazarus,  the  object  of  which  hill  was  to  reach  and 
have  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  said  judgment  of  C.  S. 
Fowler  &  Co.  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  property  to  be 
made  in  that  court  upon  the  bill  of  said  Wiswall  and  others; 
said  bill  was  filed  by  J.  F.  Adams,  as  solicitor  of  the  parties, 
and  sets  forth,  among  other  things,  the  follovring ;  "  That  the 
said  premises  were  sold  on  the  Ist  of  July,  1845,  by  the  mai^ 
ahal,  to  Edward  S.  Dai^n,  for  the  nominal  sum  of  $7,500, 
and  tiie  marshal  executed  to  said  Dargan  his  formal  deed 
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*'i71  ^^^  ^''^  same,  and  tbereiipon  *inade  return  upon  the 
■I  process  that  the  premiBeu  were  xold  for  the  sum  above 
oamed.  And  your  orator  now  averreth,  that  in  fact  neither 
the  sum  of  $7,500,  nor  any  other  sum,  was  paid  by  said  Dar- 
can  to  the  plaintiffs  in  execution,  or  to  any  person  for  them, 
but  his  said  bid  was  made  upon  his  stipulation  made  with 
the  plaintiffs'  attorney,  and  on  the  distinct  understanding 
and  intent  on  his  part,  that  in  case  bia  title  under  the  said 
sale  should  prove  to  be  valid  and  effectual  iu  law,  he  would 
pay  to  the  said  plaintiffs  or  your  orator  so  much  money 
upon  his  said  bid  as  he  might  thereafter  be  able  to  realize 
by  a  sale  ;  but  if  the  said  title  should  not  prove  to  be  avail- 
able nor  enable  him  to  obtaiu  possession,  that  in  that  case 
he  should  pay  nothing."  Said  bill  is  not  sworn  to,  and  is 
still  pending  in  the  Court  of  Chancery;  to  the  introduction 
of  this  bill  as  evidence,  the  plaintiJfs  objected  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  connected  with  the  plaintiffs  iu  this  suit, 
and  as  being  the  statement  of  counsel  merely,  and  not  evi- 
dence against  C.  S.  Fowler  &  Co. ;  and  the  objection  was 
sustained,  and  the  said  bill  excluded ;  to  which  the  defend- 
ant, by  his  counsel,  excepted.  This  was  all  the  evidence 
offered  in  the  case,  and  thereupon  the  court  charged  the 
jury- 
That  the  deed  from  Ticknor  to  Day,  of  April  28th,  1840, 
was,  upon  its  face,  in  connection  with  the  answers  of  Ticknor 
and  Day,  fraudulent  as  to  creditors,  and  void ;  to  which,  the 
defendant  excepted. 

The  court  further  charged,  that  the  title  of  Dargan,  derived 
from  the  marshal's  sale,  under  the  judgment  of  C.  S.  Fowler 
&  Co.  and  of  Crouch  &  Sneed,  was  superior  to  the  title  of 
Wiswall,  derived  from  the  sale  under  the  chancery  proceed- 
ings, and  entitled  the  plaintitl^  to  recover;  to  which  the  de- 
fendant, by  his  counsel,  excepted. 

The  court  further  charged  the  jury,  that  the  proceedings 
and  decree  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  upon  the  petition  of 
Dargan,  was  not  binding  or  conclusive  upon  the  parties  in 
this  suit ;  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  Dargan  to  go  into  the 
Court  of  Chanceiy  for  aid,  that  Ida  remedy  was  at  law,  and 
the  proceedings  there  upon  his  petition  had  no  effect  whatever 
upon  his  title,  and  must  be  wholly  disregarded  iu  this  suit ; 
to  which  the  defendant,  by  his  counsel,  also  excepted,  and 
requested  the  court  to  give  the  following  charges  to  the 
jury:— 

1.  That,  if  the  jury  believe  the  deed  from  the  marshal  to 
Dargan  was  made  without  any  pecuniary  consideration,  it 
could  iiass  no  title ;  which  the  court  refused ;  but  chained 
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that,  under  t)ie  evidence  before  them,  it  was  valid  if  no 
money  wa»  imii  by  tlie  purchaser,  to  wtiich  the  defendant 
excepted. 

2.  That  tlie  filing  of  Wiswall's  bill  in  chancery,  and  the 
•proceedings  tliereon,  to  a  final  decree  in  his  fiivor,  (■•to 
gave  liim  a  specific  lien  upon  the  property  of  Tickiior.  ^ 
trom  the  comnieuceiueut  of  his  suit,  which  could  not  be 
divested  by  any  aubbeiiueut  proceedings  upon  the  older  judg- 
ments under  which  the  pliiiiitiffs  here  claim;  which  was  re- 
fused, and  the  defendant  excepted, 

8.  That  the  receiver  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  the  suits 
of  Wiswall  and  others,  l)eing  in  possession  of  the  property 
under  the  order  of  that  court  at  the  time  of  the  marshal's  sale, 
and  notice  thereof  being  given  at  that  sale,  affected  the  pur- 
chaser, and  invalidated  his  title ;  which  was  refused ;  and  the 
court  charged  that  such  possession  and  notice  in  no  manner 
affected  the  marshal's  sale,  or  the  purchaser  under  it ;  and  the 
defendant  excepted. 

4.  That  the  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  upon 
the  petition  of  Dargan,  the  )>urchaser  at  the  marshal's  »ale, 
was  conclusive  upon  the  parties  and  his  title  thus  acquiied ; 
which  was  refused ;  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

5.  That,  under  the  statutes  and  decieions  of  Alabama,  it  is 
not  the  oldest  judgment,  but  the  judgiuent  lien,  that  has  been 
kept  alive  by  the  oldest  execution,  regularly  issued,  without 
the  loss  of  a  term,  tliat  has  the  priority  as  between  judgment 
creditors  ;  which  was  refused ;  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

6.  That,  if  neither  Dargan  nor  Edwai-d  Hall  were  in  pos- 
session of  the  pro[)erty  on  the  3d  of  April,  1848,  the  deed  of 
that  date,  from  Daigan  to  Hall,  was  void  and  conveyed  no 
title ;  this  was  also  refused  ;  and  the  court  charged  that,  un- 
der the  evidence  before  the  jury,  this  deed  was  valid  ;  to  all 
which  the  defendant  excepted. 

And  the  defendant  tenders  the  above  as  his  bill  of  exceji- 
tions  in  the  case,  and  prays  the  court  to  sign  and  seal  the 
same,  which  is  done  accordingly. 

William  Ceawfokd.    [seal.] 

All  tlie  exceptions  were  ai^ued  in  this  court ;  but  it  is  only 
necessary  to  refer  to  the  above  charge,  viz.,  that  the  title  of 
Dargan  was  superior  to  that  of  Wiswall,  and  that  the  decree 
in  chancery,  on  the  petition  of  Dargan,  was  not  conclusive 
upon  the  rights  of  the  parties ;  that  he  was  not  bound  to  go 
into  that  court  for  relief,  as  his  remedy  was  at  law. 

It  was  argued  bv  Mr.  jS'eienrrf,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  with 
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a  brief  of  Mr.  Sewall,  and  by  Mr.  Ohilton,  for  the  defendant 
in  error,  with  a  brief  of  Mr.  John  A.  Campbell. 

It  was  contended,  by  the  counBel  for  the  plaintiff  in  enor, 
ncn-j  that  "the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury, 
J  "  tliat  the  receiver  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  the 
suits  of  Wiawall  and  others,  being  in  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty, under  the  order  of  the  court,  at  the  time  of  the  marshal  s 
sale,  and  notice  thereof  being  given  at  that  sale,  affected  the 
purchase  by  Dargan  and  invalidated  his  title,  and  in  charging, 
on  the  contrary,  that  such  iKJssession  and  notice  in  no  manner 
affected  the  marshal's  sale,  or  the  purchase  under  it."  Be- 
cause,— 

1.  The  levy,  under  the  judgments  of  C,  S.  Fowler  &  Co. 
and  Crouch  &  Sneed,  inTested  neither  the  uiai-shal  with  any 
title,  nor  the  Federal  Court  with  any  jurisdiction  over  the 
land,  nor  could  it  divest  any  title,  if  the  defendant  Ticknor 
was  in  possession,  unless  followed  by  an  actual  sale  by  the 
marshal,  and  payment  of  the  purchase-money  by  the  pur- 
chaser.    Forrest  ^  Lyon  v.  Camp,  16  Ala.,  647. 

And  then,  not  until  the  sale  took  place  and  the  money  was 
paid.  The  sale  took  place  in  July ;  the  deed  was  made  in 
August.     1  Rich.  (S.  C.)  Eq.,  340. 

2.  But  Ticknor  was  not  in  possesaion.  The  Court  of 
Chancery,  by  its  receiver,  was  in  possession  on  the  25th  June 
previous ;  and  held,  not  for  Ticknor,  hut  for  Wiswall  and  the 
other  parties  claiming  i^ainst  Ticknor.  3  P.  Wms.,  379 ;  2 
Story,  Eq.,  §  833.  Tne  Court  of  Chancery  was  not  holding 
the  property  in  safe  custody,  until  the  right  should  be  deter- 
mined between  Wiswall  on  the  one  side,  and  Ticknor  &  Day 
on  the  other ;  for  it  had  already  determined  the  right  in 
favor  of  Wiswall,  and  ordered  a  sale,  and  the  proceeds  to  be 
applied  to  his  judgment.  Ticknor  ^  Day  v.  Wiswall,  6  Ala., 
178.  Its  jurisdiction  was  complete,  and  adverse  to  all  third 
parties.     10  Piiige  (N.  Y.),  43. 

Where  different  courts  have  concuiTent  jurisdiction,  that 
before  which  proceedings  are  first  had,  and  whoRe  jurisdiction 
first  attaches,  has  authority  paramount  to  the  others,  and 
cannot  be  ousted  by  subsequent  proceedings  in  those  courts. 
The  Court  of  Chancery  took  jurisdiction  to  decide  upon  the 
right  and  title  to  this  land,  when  Wiswall  filed  his  bill  on  the 
7th  February,  1843,  and  it  continued  its  jurisdiction  over  it 
until  it  was  sold  under  its  decree.  No  jurisdiction  as  to  the 
premises  attached  to  the  Fedei-al  Court  before  the  sale  to 
Dargan,  if  then,  ffar/an  v.  Lucas,  10  Pet.,  400 ;  Smith  v. 
Mclver,  9  Wheat.,  532 ;  forjiin^  v.  White,  2  Paige  (N.  Y.), 
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667 ;  The  Mobert  Fulton,  1  Paine,  621 ;  P.  ^  M.  Bafik  v. 
Walker,  7  Ala.,  946 ;  Parker  v.  Browning,  8  Paige  (N.  Y.), 
889. 

The  couoBel  for  the  defendant  in  error  thus  noticed  this 
point: — 

*We  deny  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  could  pre-     r,j.(> 
vent  the  ezeoation  of  the  levy  made  by  the  marsh^,     *- 
by  placing  a  receiver  in  poBse&eion.     The  Court  of  Chancery 
insists  upon  no  snch  power. 

The  rule  of  chancery  m  stated  in  7  Paige  (N.  Y,),  618. 
The  head-noteB  are :  "  When  property  is  rightfully  in  the 
bands  of  a  receiver,  it  is  in  the  custody  of  the  court,  and  can- 
not be  disstrained  upon  for  rent  without  permiasion  of  the 
court  by  whom  the  receiver  was  appointed ;  and  any  person 
who  takes  the  property  out  of  the  posBession  of  the  receiver 
without  such  permission,  after  he  has  notice  of  the  character 
in  which  posaeBttion  is  holden,  is  guilty  of  a  contempt." 

The  same  principles  are  applicable  to  any  interference  with 
the  possession  of  a  receiver,  sequestrator,  committee,  or  cus- 
todee,  who  holds  the  property  as  the  officer  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery ;  as  his  possession  is  the  possession  of  the  court 
itself.     Ifoe  V.  aibsan,  7  Paige  (N.  Y.),  513. 

"  Where  a  receiver  is  in  possession  of  real  estate  which  is 
subject  to  the  lien  of  a  judgment,  the  sale  of  the  premises  by 
the  sheriff,  upon  an  execution  on  such  judgment,  does  not 
disturb  the  possession  of  the  receiver ;  and  the  sberifF  cannot, 
therefore,  be  proceeded  against  for  a  contemjit  in  making 
such  a  sale.  But  the  purchaser  cannot  disturb  the  posses- 
sion  of  the  receiver,  when  he  obtains  his  conveyance  from 
the  sherifr,  without  the  permission  of  the  court. '  9  Paige 
(N.  Y.),  378. 

This  subject  is  discussed  at  large  in  the  late  case  before 
Lord  Ti-uro,  reported  in  8  Gord.  &  Macn.,  104,  from  which  we 
extract. 

"  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  is  not  competent  for  any  one  to 
interfere  with  the  possession  of  a  receiver,  or  to  disobey  an 
injunction  or  any  other  order  of  the  court,  on  the  ground 
that  such  orders  were  improvidently  made.  Parties  must 
take  a  proper  course  to  question  their  validity;  but  while 
they  exist  tney  must  be  obeyed.  I  consider  the  i-ule  to  be  of 
such  importance  to  the  interests  and  safety  of  the  public,  and 
to  the  due  administration  of  justice,  that  it  ought  on  all 
occasions  to  be  inflexibly  maintained.  I  do  not  see  how  the 
court  can  expect  its  officers  to  do  their  duty,  if  they  do  it 
under  the  peril  of  resistance,  and  of  that  resistance  being 
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justified  on  grounds  tending  to  the  impeftchment  of  the  order 
under  which  they  are  acting.  In  the  present  caee,  it  would 
bare  been  perfectly  open  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  execution  to 
have  applied  to  this  court,  to  be  heard  pro  interegge  »uo,  or  to 
have  been  heard  on  a  summary  application  for  leave  to  levy 
under  their  execution,  notwithstanding  the  possession  of  the 
receiver.  There  is  no  Lustauoe  in  which  justice  may  not  be 
readily  obtained  by  persons  who  are  supposed  to  have  their 
«/.,-.  •rights  interfered  with  by  an  order  or  process  issued 
J  by  this  court.  Thus,  I  find,  in  one  cafle,  where  a  party 
wished  to  distrain  for  rent  on  property  in  the  possession  of  a 
receiver,  that  the  court,  being  satisfied  that  the  legal  right  of 
distress  was  paramount  to  the  title  of  the  party  for  whose 
benefit  the  receiver  was  appointed,  allowed  the  distress  to  be 
made.  In  another  case,  where  property  liable  to  distress  had 
been  sold,  and  the  receiver  had  received  the  proceeds  and 
paid  them  into  court,  the  landlord  having  claimed  a  right  to 
distrain  while  the  receiver  was  in  possession,  this  court 
ordered  the  receiver  to  pay  out  of  those  proceeds,  to  the 
landlord,  the  rents  that  were  due  to  htm,  the  receiver  being 
in  possession  for  the  benefit  of  the  tenant  for  life,  who  was 
liable  for  the  payment  of  that  rent  which  was  so  sought  to  be 
distrained  for  on  the  property  in  the  possession  of  the 
receiver.  I  apprehend,  then,  it  may  he  taken  as  a  rule  that, 
though  this  court  may  have  issued  a  process,  or  have  made 
an  order  which  may  interfere  with  the  supposed  rights  and 
interests  of  other  parties,  not  parties  to  the  cause,  it  is  always 
competent  for  such  parties  to  make  an  application  to  the 
court  for  relief;  and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  or  doubted,  but 
that  justice  will  be  duly  administered  to  them  on  that  appli- 
cation." 

Bfr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Alabama.    . 

The  suit  in  the  court  below  was  an  action  of  ejectment 
against  Wiswall  to  recover  the  possession  of  a  lot  of  land 
situated  in  the  city  of  Mobile. 

The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  two  judgments 
against  John  Ticknor — one  in  favor  of  Fowler  &  Co,  for 
94,491,  rendered  28th  December,  1840 — the  other  in  favor  of 
Crouch  &  Sneed  for  $7,167.25,  rendered  31st  December  of  the 
same  year,  each  of  them  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States.  Executions  were  issued  upon  each  of  the  judgments 
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'within  the  year,  and  returned  by  the  marshal  "  no  property 
fonnd." 

An  aliat  fi.  fa.  was  issued  ou  the  judgment  in  favor  of 
Crouch  &  Sneed  on  the  24th  February,  1845,  and  the  lot  in 
question  levied  on ;  an  aliat  fi.  fa.  was  also  issued  on  the 
judgment  in  favor  of  Fowler  &  Co.  on  the  7th  April,  1845, 
ana  a  levy  made  on  the  same;  and  on  the  7th  July  the 
lot  was  Bold  on  both  executions,  and  bid  off  by  Dargan,  oue 
uf  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of  $7,500,  and  a 
deed  executed  to  him  by  the  marshal  on  the  13th  August  of 
the  same  year.  Dai^n  quit-claimed  the  premises  to  Hall, 
the  other  lessor.  The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  claim  title  under 
this  sale. 

"The  defendant,  Wiswall,  gave  in  evidence  a  jndg-  rnoa 
ment  in  his  favor  against  Tickuorin  the  Circuit  Court  '- 
of  the  State  for  *2,233.17,  rendered  14th  June,  1842;  an  exe- 
cution issued  Ist  July  of  the  same  year,  which  was  returned 
by  the  sheriff  "  no  property  found  " ;  also  a  deed  of  the  lot  in 
question  from  Ticknor  to  one  James  L.  Day,  bearing  date 
28  April,  1840  ;  and  the  exemplification  of  a  decree  and  the 
proceedings  in  chancery  on  a  bill  filed  7th  February,  1848,  by 
Wiswall  against  Ticknor  and  Day,  setting  aside  the  deed  to 
Day  as  fraudulent  and  void  gainst  creditors.  The  decree 
was  rendered  April  term,  1845.  Also  the  appoiutmeut  of  a 
receiver  by  the  court,  to  whom  possession  of  the  property 
WB8  delivered  on  the  27th  June  of  the  same  year.  The  re- 
ceiver remained  in  the  possession  till  the  lot  was  sold  by  the 
master,  Ist  March,  1847,  under  the  decree  in  chancery,  and 
wae  purchased  in  for  the  defendant  Wiswall  for  the  sum  of 
«6,500. 

The  defendant  claims  under  this  title- 

\otice  was  given,  on  the  day  of  sale,  by  the  marshal,  under 
the  two  judgments,  of  the  pendency  of  uiis  suit  in  chancery, 
and  of  the  tippointmeBt  of  a  receiver,  and  that  he  was  in  the 
possession  of  the  property. 

It  appeared,  also,  that  the  lot  was  bid  off  by  Dargan  at  the 
marshal  s  sale,  by  an  arrangement  between  the  attorneys  rep- 
reeenting  the  two  Judgments,  Dargan  being  the  attorney  for 
the  one  in  favor  of  Crouch  &  Sneed,  that  it  the  title  thus  ac- 
([uired  should  enable  him  to  recover  the  property,  the  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  Fowler  &  Co.  should  be  paid  out  of  it ;  but, 
if  he  should  fail  to  recover  it,  then  the  sale  was  to  be  consid- 
ered a  nullity,  and  no  money  was  to  be  paid. 

It  further  appeared,  that  an  application  hod  been  made  by 
the  attorney  in  the  judgment  in  favor  of  Fowler  &  Co.  to  the 
court  to  amend  the  marsbal's  return  so  as  to  set  forth  the  fact 
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that  no  mooey  had  been  paid,  and  that  the  motion  was  then 
pending  in  court.  And  further,  that  a  bill  had  been  filed  in 
chancery  by  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  the  judgment  of 
Fowler  &  Co.  against  the  defendant  and  others,  to  have  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  property  on  the  decree  applied  to 
the  payment  of  that  judgment,  and  in  which  bill  it  is  insisted 
that  the  sale  under  the  two  judgments  was  inoperative,  on 
account  of  the  agreement  between  the  attorneys  under  whom 
it  was  made,  and  that  this  suit  was  then  pending. 

It  further  appeared,  that  Da^an  applied  to  the  Court  of 
Chancery  on  the  26th  Xovember,  1845,  by  petition,  setting 
out  bis  title  under  the  two  jut^ments  to  have  the  possession 
of  the  lot  by  the  receiver  delivered  up  to  him,  or  if  that 
should  not  be  ordered,  then  that  be  might  be  at  liberty  to 
bring  an  action  of  ejectment  gainst  the  receiver  to  recover 
the  same. 

can-.  *That  the  defendant  Wiswall  put  in  his  answer,  set- 
■I  tiug  up  the  same  matters  now  relied  on  to  invalidate 
the  sale  to  Dargan,  and  also  claiming  a  paramount  lien  upon 
the  property  by  virtue  of  his  judgment,  and  bill  in  chancery 
and  decree  settingaside  the  fraudulent  conveyance  to  Day, 
directlQg  a  sale  and  application  of  the  proceeds  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  judgment,  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  &c. 

That  the  chancellor  overruled  the  application,  and  dis- 
missed the  petition  on  the  10th  December,  1845.  From  which 
order  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the 
decree  or  order  afRrmed. 

After  the  evidence  was  closed,  the  court  charged  the  jury, 
that  the  title  of  Dargau  under  the  marshal's  sale  upon  the  two 
judgments  was  superior  to  that  of  the  defendant  under  the 
sale  upon  the  decree  in  chancery,  and  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff.  And  further,  that  the  decree  in  chancery  on 
the  petition  of  Dargan  was  not  conclusive  upon  the  rights  of 
the  parties — that  he  was  not  bound  to  go  into  that  court  for 
relief,  as  hie  remedy  was  at  law. 

The  case  is  now  before  us  on  exceptions  to  this  charge. 

It  was  made  a  question,  on  the  argument,  whether  or  not 
the  lien  of  the  jadgment«,  under  which  the  marshal's  sale  took 
place,  had  nut  been  postponed  to  that  of  Wiswall,  on  account 
of  laches  in  the  enforcement  of  them  by  execution.  But  in 
the  view  we  have  taken  of  the  case,  the  validity  of  the  liens, 
at  the  time  of  sale,  will  be  conceded,  without,  however,  in- 
tending to  express  any  opinion  upon  the  question. 

Wiswall  filed  his  bill  in  chancery  against  Ticknor  and  Day 
to  set  aside  the  fraudulent  conveyance  to  the  latter,  and  have 
the  property  applied  to  the  satis&ction  of  his  judgment,  on 
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the  7th  February,  1843.  In  that  bill  he  prayed  for  a  sale  of 
the  real  estate,  and  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  to  take 
charge  of  it  with  other  assets  of  the  judgment  debtor ;  and, 
also,  for  an  injunction.  A  temjiorary  injunction  was  granted. 
On  the  coming  in  of  the  answers  of  the  defendants,  the  com- 
plainant, on  the  11th  April  of  the  same  year,  moved  for  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  the  defendants,  at  the  same 
time,  moved  to  dissolve  the  injunction.  The  court  denied 
the  motion  to  appoint  the  receiver,  and  dissolved  the  injunc- 
tion, expressing  the  opinion  that  the  answers  so  far  explained 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  deed  to  Day  was  given, 
as  to  remove  the  charge  of  fraud  against  it.  An  appeal 
was  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and,  on  the  10th  April, 
1844,  that  court  reversed  the  order  of  the  court  below,  and 
remanded  the  cause  for  further  proceedings :  and  on  the  16th 
April,  1845,  the  Chancellor  made  a  decree,  that  the  deed 
was  fraudulent  and  void,  as  against  the  complainant,  and 
•referred  tlie  case  to  a  master,  to  take  and  state  the  j-,^. 
account  between  the  parties.  He  further  ordered  and  *■ 
decreed  that  a  receiver  should  be  appointed  to  take  possession 
of  all  the  property  embraced  in  the  fraudulent  conveyance, 
and,  jiarticularly,  that  possession  should  be  delivered  to  him 
of  the  premises  in  question  ;  and  further,  that  the  receiver, 
under  the  direction  of  the  master,  should  sell  the  same  and 
apply  the  proceeds  to  the  payment  of  the  complainant's 
judgment,  with  costs,  &o. 

The  receiver  was  appointed  on  the  27th  June,  1846,  and 
on  the  same  day  Ticknor,  who  was  in  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises, attorned  to  him,  who  held  possession  until  the  sale  was 
made  in  pursuance  of  the  decree.  It  will  be  recollected  that 
the  execution  on  the  judgment  in  favor  of  Crouch  &  Sneed, 
was  issued,  and  levied  on  the  24th  Februaiyi  1846 ;  and  on 
that  in  favor  of  Fowler  &  Co.,  7th  April  of  the  same  year, 
and  that  the  sale  took  place  under  which  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff  claim,  7th  July,  1845. 

At  the  time,  therefore,  of  this  sale,  the  receiver  was  in  the 
possession  of  the  premises,  under  the  decree  of  the  Coui't  of 
Chancerj'^in  other  words,  the  possession  and  custody  of  them 
were  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  itself  (as  the  court  is  deemed 
the  landlord),  to  abide  the  final  decree  to  be  thereafter  ren- 
dered in  the  suit  pending. 

The  appointment  of  a  receiver  is  a  matter  resting  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court ;  and,  as  a  general  rule,  in  making  the 
appointment  on  behalf  of  a  complainant  seeking  to  etuorce 
an  equitable  claim,  or  a  claim  which  is  the  subject  of  equita- 
ble jurisdictioQ,  gainst  real  estate,  it  will  take  care  not  to 
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interfere  witii  the  rights  of  a  person  boldtrig  a  prior  legal 
interest  in  the  property.  Thus,  where  there  is  a  prior  mort- 
gagee having  the  legal  estate,  the  court  will  not,  by  the  ap- 
poiotmetit  of  a  receiver,  deprive  him  of  his  right  to  the  pos- 
hut  at  the  same  time,  it  will  not  permit  him  to 


object  to  the  appointment  by  any  act  short  of  a  personal  i 
sertion  of  his  1^»1  rights,  and  the  taking  of  poaeeasion  him- 
self.    1  Jac.  &  W.,  648 ;   2  Swanst.,  108, 187  ;  8  Id.,  112,  n. 
115;  S  Dan.  Pr.,  1950,  1951. 

If  the  person  holding  the  legal  interest  is  not  in  possession, 
the  equibible  claimant  against  the  property  is  entitled  to  the 
inteference  of  the  court,  not  only  for  the  purpose  of  preserv- 
ing it  from  waste,  but  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  ranta 
and  profits  accruing,  as  a  fund  in  court  to  abide  the  result  of 
the  litigation.  For  until  the  person  holding  the  legal  interest 
takes  possession,  or  asserts  his  right  to  the  possession,  the  ac- 
cruing rents  and  profits  present  a  question  simply  between  the 
parties  to  the  litigation.  And  the  court  will  also  appoint  a 
receiver,  even  against  a  party  having  possession  niider  a  legal 
,oc-i  title,if  it  "is  satisfied  such  party  nas  wrongfully  obtaiiwd 
■'  that  interest  in  the  property.  Thus,  where  fraud  can  be 
proved,  and  immediate  danger  is  likely  to  result,  if  possession, 
pending  the  litigation,  should  not  be  taken  by  the  court  in  the 
mean  time.    18  Ves.,  105 ;  16  Id.,  59 ;  3  Dan.  Pr.,  1955. 

The  effect  of  the  appointment  is  not  to  oust  any  party  of 
his  right  to  the  possession  of  the  property,  but  merely  to  re- 
tain it  for  the  benefit  of  the  party  who  may  ultimately  appear 
to  be  entitled  to  it;  and  when  the  party  entitled  to  the  es- 
tate has  been  ascertained,  the  receiver  will  be  considered  his 
1  eceiver,  (T.  &  R.,  345 ;  Dan.  Pr.,  1982) ;  and  the  master 
will  usually  be  directed  to  inquire  what  encumbrances  there 
are  affecting  the  estate,  and  into  the  priorities  respectively. 
10  Johns.  (N.  Y.),  521,  Oodwite  v.  Gehton. 

When  a  receiver  baa  been  appointed,  his  possession  is  that 
of  the  court,  and  any  attempt  to  disturb  it,  without  the  leave 
of  the  court  first  obtained,  will  be  a  contempt  on  the  part  of 
the  person  making  it.  This  was  held  in  Angel  v.  Smith,  9 
Ves.,  3S5,  both  with  resjieot  to  receivers  and  sequestrators. 
When,  therefore,  a  pai'ty  is  prejudiced  by  having  a  receiver 
put  in  his  way,  the  course  has  either  been  to  give  him  leave 
to  bring  an  ejectment,  or  to  permit  him  to  be  examined  pr« 
inUrette  nto.  1  Jac.  &  W.,  176,  Brooks  v.  Greathed  ;  8  Dan. 
Pr.,  1984.  And  the  doctrine  that  a  receiver  is  not  to  be  di»- 
tuvbed,  extends  even  to  cases  in  which  he  has  been  appointed 
expressly,  without  prejudice  to  the  righta  of  persons  having 
prior  le^  or  equitaUe  interests.  And  t^individo^havii^ 
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such  prior  interests  must,  if  they  desire  to  avail  themselves  of 
them,  apply  to  the  court  either  for  liberty  to  bring  ejectment, 
or  to  be  examined  pro  intsreste  sua  ;  and  this,  though  their 
right  to  the  possession  is  clear.     1  Cox,  422 ;  6  Ves.,  287. 

The  proper  course  to  be  pursued,  says  Mr.  Daniel,  in  his 
valuable  treatise  on  Pleading  and  Practice  in  Chancery,  by 
any  person  who  claims  title  to  an  estate  or  other  property 
sequestered,  whether  by  mortgage  or  judgment,  lease  or  othei^ 
wise,  or  who  has  a  title  paramount  to  the  sequestration,  is  to 
apply  to  the  court  to  direct  the  plaintiff  to  exhibit  interroga- 
tories before  one  of  the  masters,  in  order  that  the  party  ap- 
plying may  be  examined  as  to  his  title  to  the  estate.  An  ex- 
amination of  this  sort  is  called  an  examination  pro  t»ricreg«e 
suo,  and  an  order  for  such  examination  may  be  obtained  by  a 
party  interested,  as  well  where  the  property  consists  of  goods 
and  chattels,  or  personalty,  as  where  it  is  real  estate. 

And  the  mode  of  proceeding  is  the  same  in  the  case  of  the 
receiver.  6  Ves.,  287 ;  9  Id.,  S36 ;  IJac.  &  W.,  178  ;  8  Dan. 
Pr.,  1984. 

*A  pai-ty,  therefore,  holding  a  judgment  which  is  a  |-«gg 
a  prior  lien  upon  the  property,  the  same  as  a  mortgagee,  '- 
if  desirous  of  enforcing  it  against  the  estate  after  it  has  been 
taken  into  the  care  and  custody  of  the  court,  to  abide  the 
final  determination  of  the  litigation,  and  pending  that  litiga- 
tion, must  first  obtain  leave  of  the  court  for  this  purpose.  The 
court  will  direct  a  master  to  inquire  into  the  circumstances, 
whether  it  is  an  existing  unsatisfied  demand,  or  as  to  the  pro- 
priety of  the  lien,  &c.,  and  take  care  that  the  fund  be  applied 
accordingly. 

Chancellor  Kent,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  iu 
Codvnte  v.  Gelaton,  as  Chief  Justice,  observed,  "  that  if  a  fund 
for  the  payment  of  debts  be  crested  under  an  order  or  decree 
in  chancery,  and  the  creditors  come  in  to  avail  themselves  of 
it,  the  rule  of  equity  then  is,  that  they  shall  be  paid  in  pari 
paitu,  of  upon  a  footing  of  equality.  But  when  the  law  gives 
a  priority,  equity  will  not  destroy  it,  and  especially  wiiere 
legal  assets  are  created  by  statute,  as  in  case  of  a  judgment 
lien,  they  remain  so,  thongh  the  creditors  be  obliged  to  go 
into  equity  for  assistance.  The  legal  priority  will  be  pro- 
tected and  preserved  in  chancery." 

The  settled  rule,  also,  appears  to  be,  that  where  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  suit  in  equity  is  real  estiate,  and  which  is  taken 
into  the  possession  of  ibe  court  pending  the  litigation,  by  the 
'  appointment  of  a  receiver,  or  by  sequestration,  the  title  is 
bound  from  ihe  filing  of  the  bill ;  and  any  purchaser,  ptn- 
dente  lite,  even  if  for  a  valuable  consideration,  comes  iu  at  his 
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peril.  8  Swaust.,  278,  n. ;  2  Dan.  Pr.,  1267  ;  6  Ves.,  287 ;  9 
Id.,  336 ;  1  Jac.  &  W..  178  ;  3  Dan.  Pr.,  1984. 

It  has  been  argued,  that  a  sale  of  the  preiiiises  on  execution 
and  purchase,  occasioned  no  interference  with  the  possession 
of  the  receiver,  and  hence  no  contempt  of  the  authority  of 
the  court,  and  that  the  sale  therefore,  in  such  a  case,  should 
be  upheld.  But,  conceding  the  proceedings  did  not  disturb 
the  possession  of  the  receiver,  the  argument  does  not  meet  the 
objection.  The  property  ia  a  fund  in  court,  to  abide  the  event 
of  the  litigation,  and  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the 
judgment  creditor,  who  has  filed  his  bill  to  remove  impedi- 
ments in  the  way  of  his  execution.  If  he  haa  succeeded  in 
establishing  his  right  to  the  application  of  any  portion  of  the 
fund,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  see  that  such  application 
is  made.  And,  in  order  to  effect  this,  the  court  must  admin- 
ister it  independently  of  any  rights  acquired  by  third  persons, 
pending  the  litigation.  Otherwise,  the  whole  fund  may  have 
passed  out  of  its  hands  before  the  final  decree,  and  the  liti- 
gation become  fruitless. 

It  is  true,  in  administering  the  fund,  the  court  will  take 
care  that  the  rights  of  prior  liens  or  encumbrances  shall  not 
•fi71  ^®  'destroyed;  and  will  adopt  the  proper  measures, 
J  hy  reference  to  the  master  or  otherwise,  to  ascertain 
them,  and  bring  them  before  it.  Unless  the  court  be  per- 
mitted to  retain  the  possession  of  the  fund,  thus  to  adminis- 
ter it,  how  can  it  ascertain  the  interest  in  the  same  to  which 
the  prosecuting  judgment  creditor  is  entitled,  and  apply  it 
upon  his  demand? 

There  can  be  no  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  prior  liens 
and  encumbrances,  as  all  of  them  are  matters  of  record. 
Several  of  the  judgment  creditors  came  in,  in  this  case,  and 
received  their  share  in  the  distribution. 

These  two  judgment  creditors  had  notice  of  the  suit  before 
the  sale,  and  might  have  made  themselves  parties  to  it,  and 
claimed  application  of  the  fund  according  to  the  priority  of 
their  liens. 

They  were  also  before  the  court,  pending  the  litigation,  on 
the  petition  of  Dargan,  who  had  purchased  for  their  benefit, 
to  have  the  possession  of  the  receiver  delivered  up  to  the 
purchaser.  There  is  no  pretence,  therefore,  for  saying  that 
they  have  not  had  notice  of  the  proceedings  in  the  equity  suit. 
The  prayer  of  the  petition  was  denied,  among  other  grounds, 
because  their  appropriate  remedy  was  a  motion  to  the  court, 
founded  on  their  judgments  to  have  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
under  the  decree  applied  to  them  according,  to  priority. 

We  agree,  that  the  person  holding  the  prior  l^al  lien  or 
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encumbrance,  must  have  notice,  and  an  opportunity  to  come 
in  and  cluim  hia  prior  right  to  the  property  or  interest  in  the 
fund  before  his  legal  right  can  be  affected ;  and  the  proper 
way  is  by  summons  or  notice  upon  the  order  or  direction  of 
the  court.^ 

This  notice  can  be  readily  given  on  the  report  of  the  master, 
of  the  prior  liens  or  encumbrances  resting  upon  the  estate. 

But  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  this  length  in  the  case  before 
us,  as  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  the  sale  under  the  judgment, 
pending  in  the  equity  suit,  and  while  the  court  was  in  posses- 
sion of  the  estate  without  the  leave  of  the  court,  was  illegal 
and  void.  We  do  not  doubt  but  that  it  would  be  competent 
for  the  court,  in  case  the  judgment  creditor  holding  the  prior 
lien  had  not  come  in  and  claimed  his  interest  in  the  equity 
suit,  to  decree  a  sale  in  the  £nal  disposition  of  the  fund  sub- 
ject to  his  judgment.  The  purchaser  would  then  be  bound  to 
pay  it  off.  But  this  disposition  of  the  legal  prior  encumbrance 
is  a  very  different  matter,  and  comes  to  a  very  different  result, 
from  that  of  permitting  the  enforcement  of  it,  pendente  lite, 
without  the  leave  of  the  court.  The  rights  of  the  several 
claimants  to  the  estate  or  fund  is  then  settled,  and  the  pui^ 
chase  under  the  decree  can  be  made  with  a  full  knowledge  of 
the  condition  of  the  title,  or  charges  to  which  it  may  be  subject. 

'Neither  do  we  doubt  but  that  it  is  competent,  and  r^ao 
might,  in  some  cases,  be  fit  and  proper  for  the  court,  *- 
where  the  property  in  dispute  is  ample,  and  the  litigation 
protracted,  to  permit  the  execution  to  issue,  and  compel  the 
prosecuting  creditor  to  pay  off  the  judgment.  3  Beav.,  428. 
But  it  is  manifest  that  these  proceedings,  on  behalf  of  the 
prior  encumbrancer,  should  be  under  the  control  of  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  as  the  condition  of  the  title  to  the  prop- 
erty may  frequently  be  so  complicated  and  embarrassed,  that 
unless  the  sale  was  withheld  until  the  title  was  cleared  up  by 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  great  sacrifice  must  necessarily 
ensue  to  the  parties  interested. 

This  case  affords  an  apt  illustration  of  the  remark.  The 
marshal's  sale  was  made  under  an  arrangement  that  no 
money  was  to  be  paid  by  the  purchaser,  unless  he  succeeded 
in  obtaining  a  title  to  the  property  under  it.  It  is  obvious, 
therefore,  if  the  purchase  had  been  uncondititioual,  and  at 
the  risk  of  the  purchaser,  it  must  have  been  bid  off  for  a 
nominal  consideration. 

As  we  have  already  said,  it  is  sufficient,  for  the  disposition 
of  this  case,  to  hold,  that  while  the  estate  is  in  the  custody  of 
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the  court,  as  a  fund  to  abide  the  result  of  a  Buit  pending,  no 
sale  of  the  property  can  take  place  either  on  execution  or 
otherwise,  without  the  leave  of  the  court  fur  that  purpose. 
And  upon  this  ground,  we  hold  that  the  sale  by  the  marshal 
on  the  two  jut&ments  was  illegal  and  void,  aud  passed  no 
title  to  the  purchaser. 

We  are,  also,  iuclined  to  think,  that  the  question  of  title  to 
the  property  under  the  oiarshal'a  sale  is  coucluded  between 
these  parties  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  the  proceedings 
on  the  petition  by  the  purchaser  for  the  removal  of  the  re- 
ceiver, and  to  be  let  into  the  possession.  This,  we  have  seen, 
is  the  appropriate  remedy  on  behalf  of  a  person  claiming  a 
paramount  legal  right  to  an  estate  which  has  been  brought 
into  the  poseession  and  safe  keeping  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, pending  the  litigation  in  respect  to  it. 

This  proceeding  was  explained  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Angel  v. 
Smith  (9  Ves.,  3S.5),  speaking  of  the  rule  in  respect  to  se- 
questrators, and  which  he  held  was  equally  applicable  in  the 
case  of  receivers.  "  Where  sequestrators,"  he  observed,  "  are 
in  possession  under  the  process  of  the  court,  their  possession 
is  not  to  be  disturbed,  even  by  an  adverse  title,  without  leave : 
upon  this  principle,  that  the  possession  of  the  sequestrators 
is  the  possession  of  the  court,  and  the  court  being  competent 
to  examine  the  title,  will  not  permit  iteelf  to  be  made  a  suitor 
in  a  court  of  law,  but  will  itself  examine  the  title.  And  the 
mode  is,  by  permitting  the  party  to  come  in  to  be  examined 
pro  interesie  mo  ;  the  practice  being,  to  go  before  the  master 
to  state  his  title,  and  there  is  the  judgment  of  the  master, 
«(iQi  ^""^  nfteuwards,  if  'necessary,  of  the  court  upon  it. 
•^^-I  See  iitso  10  lieav..  318;  2  Dan.,  1271;  2  Mad.,  21;  1 
P.  Wms.,  808. 

An  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  will  lie  from  the  order  or 
decree  of  the  ('hancellor  upon  exceptions  to  the  master's  re- 
port in  the  matter.     2  Dan.  Pr.,  1273 ;  8  Id.,  1633,  1634. 

In  the  petition  to  the  Chancellor  in  the  case  before  us,  the 
purchaser  set  out  bis  title  at  laige  uuder  the  marshal's  sale, 
and  claimed  the  possession  of  the  property  by  virtue  of  his 
title,  that  the  receiver  might  be  removed,  and  the  possession 
delivered  to  the  petitioners. 

The  answer  of  Wiswall  set  up  his  right  to  the  property 
under  the  decree  in  the  suit  against  Ticknor  and  Day. 

The  right  of  the  petitioner,  therefore,  under  his  title  to  the 
poraession  of  the  property  as  gainst  the  right  of  Wiswall 
under  the  proceedings  in  equity  and  the  decree  in  his  &vor, 
would  seem  to  be  a  question  directly  involved.  The  court  so 
imderstood  the  issue  and  passed  ujion  it,  holding,  as  we  hold 
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in  this  case,  that  the  sale  was  illegal  and  void,  having  been 
made  while  the  estate  was  in  the  possession  and  safe  keeping 
of  the  Couit  of  Chaiicerj'.  From  this  decision  an  appeal  was 
taken  to  the  Supreme  Court,  where  the  order  oi-  decree  of  the 
court  helow  was  affirmed.  11  Ala,,  938,  Dargan  v.  Waring 
and  other  I. 

The  question  is  one  depending  very  much  upon  the  local 
law  of  Alabama,  and  the  judgment,  therefore,  in  the  matter, 
by  the  h^hest  court  of  the  State,  is  entitled  to  the  highest 
respect. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  was  erroneous  and  must  be  reveraed,  and  the 
ease  remitted  for  further  proceedings. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Alabama,  and  was  argued  by  counsel. 
On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered  and  ad- 
judged by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  Circuit 
Court,  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed 
with  costs,  and  tbat  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
remanded  to  the  said  Circuit  Court  for  further  proceedings 
to  be  had  therein,  in  conformity  to  the  opinion  of  this  court. 


•Samuel  Sample,  Israel  W.  Pickins,  akd  Bue-  r,»« 
WELL  Scott,  Appellamts,  v.  Shadrach  Barnes.    '■ 

Where  there  wu  &  judgment  at  law  agaimt  a  defendSDt  in  Misiiuippi,  and 
he  lODght  relief  in  equity,  upon  the  ground  that  the  consideralioa  of  the 
contract  wm  the  latroduction  of  slave*  into  the  State,  and  conaequently 
illegal ;  a  court  of  equity  will  not  grant  relief,  became  the  complainant  waa 
in  pari  delicto  with  the  other  party.' 

Moreover,  guch  a  defence  would  have  been  good  at  law,  and  the  Bvermenta, 
that  deception  waa  prai^tiged  to  prevent  the  complainant  from  making  the' 
defence,  are  not  iiutained  by  tlie  evidence  in  the  caae.  And,  further,  after 
t,  the  complainant 
if  the  Judgment." 

THfS  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Miasissippi. 
The  facts  are  all  stated  in  the  opinion  of  tbe  court. 

'  See  note  to  Creath  v.  Sim*,  6  How.,    658 ;  Bromn  v.  County  of  Buena  Viila, 
193.  Sid.,  lei.    at>eaoUiM  Knox  y.  Smith 

■  Oi?K>.   Crim  T.  HanJity,  4  Otto,    4  How.,  298. 
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It  was  argued,  in  a  printed  brief,  for  the  appellants,  by 
Me»»rs.  Walker,  Freeman,  and  Volney  E.  Howard.  No  coun- 
sel appeared  for  the  appellee. 

The  argument  consisted  chiefly  in  commeQts  upon  the  testi- 
mony, and  contending  that  giving  a  forthcoming  bond  did 
not  recognize  the  validity  of  the  judgment. 

The  giving  and  forfeiture  of  the  forthcoming  bond  did  aot 
deprive  the  party  of  hiu  right  to  a  decree  for  a  new  trial  at 
law.  It  ia,  in  legal  effect,  little  more  than  the  ordinary  bond 
of  replevin.  There  were  no  judicial  proceedings  on  the  for- 
feiture, and  no  right,  under  the  laws  of  Mississippi,  to  inquire 
bito  the  irregularities,  errors,  or  frauds  of  the  original  judg- 
ment. The  giving  of  the  bond  therefor  did  not  operate  a 
delay  in  presenting  his  defence  at  law.  He  could  only  make 
it  in  equity. 

It  has  been  decided,  in  Mississippi,  that  the  giving  and  for- 
feiting of  a  forthcoming  bond  operates  as  an  extinguishment 
of  the  original  judgment.  But  this  has  been  held  with 
reference  to  judgment  liens  and  process.  The  courts  would 
not,  of  course,  permit  an  execution  on  the  original  judgment, 
and  on  the  statutory  judgment  on  the  forthcoming  bond,  or 
sustain  liens  on  both  judgments.  The  courts  of  that  State, 
however,  have  fully  recognized  the  principle,  that  the  statutory 

i'udgment  rested  entirely  on  the  judicial  judgment,  and  have 
leld  that  the  former  could  not  be  supported  without  the  latter, 
and  became  void  on  its  reversal.  Hoy  v.  Couch,  5  How. 
(Miss.),  188.  If,  therefore,  the  appellant  had  a  good  cause 
for  a  new  trial  in  chancery,  he  did  not  lose  it  by  giving  the 
forthcoming  bond.  So  far  as  the  merits  and  the  equity  is 
concerned,  both  proceedings  are  but  one  judgment.  The 
statutory  proceeding  is  only  held  a  judgment,  as  a  mere  legal 
fiction,  and  cannot  stand  in  the  way  of  a  court  of  equity. 

•711  *^T.  Justice  DANIEL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
'*J  court. 
.  In  their  bill,  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court,  it  is  alleged  by  the 
appellants  that,  in  the  month  of  October,  1836,  the  appellee, 
Barnes,  in  conjunction  with  one  Dunett,  introduced  from  other 
States  of  the  Union,  into  the  State  of  Mississippi,  and  in  viola- 
tion of  her  constitution  and  laws,  a  number  of  negro  slaves, 
for  the  purpose  of  being  sold  as  merchandise.  That,  in  exe- 
cutioD  of  the  design  for  which  they  were  introduced,  a  number 
of  those  slaves  were  sold  by  the  appellee  to  one  Thomas  B. 
Ives,  from  whom  he  took,  in  payment,  a  hill  of  exchanse.  bear- 
ing date  in  October,  1836,  drawn  hv  Ives  on  N.  and  J  Dicks, 
of  New  Orleans,  and  indorsed  by  the  appellant.  Sample,  and 
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one  G.  A.  Thompson.  That  this  bill,  being  presented  first  for 
acceptance  and  subsequently  for  payment,  was,  in  each  in- 
stance, refused  by  the  drawees,  but  was  not  piotested  either 
for  non-acceptance  or  noD-paymeut.  That,  after  these  tran- 
sactions, upon  some  agreement  between  Barnes  and  Ives,  a 
second  bill  of  excfaanee  was,  in  1837,  drawn  by  the  latter  upon 
the  firm  of  Ford,  Markham,  &Co.,  for$5,916.66.  atten  months 
after  date,  and  was  indorsed  by  the  appellant.  Sample,  and  by 
George  A.  Thompson,  the  indorsei's  of  the  previous  bill,  and 
was  substituted  in  lieu  thereof.  That  this  second  bill  was 
not  paid ;  but  whetherit  was  protested,  or  whether  notice  of 
its  dishonor  was  ever  given,  the  appellant.  Sample,  states  that 
he  was  unable  to  recollect.  That  Barnes,  being  urged  by 
Sample  to  sue  Ives  immediately  for  the  amount  of  the  second 
bill,  instead  of  complying  with  this  direction,  took  a  deed  of 
trust  on  certain  property  of  Ives,  stipulating  in  this  deed  to 
give  further  time  for  the  payment  of  the  bill ;  and  that  this 
deed  of  trust,  and  the  agreements  therein  contained,  were 
made  without  the  knowledge  and  against  the  consent  and 
directions  of  the  api>ellant,  Sample,  and  in  fraud  of  his  rights 
as  a  surety.  That  a  suit  having  been  instituted  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Mis- 
sissippi, against  Sample,  as  the  last  indoi-ser  of  the  bill  of 
exchange  drawn  on  Ford,  Markham,  &  Co. ;  the  said  Ives, 
upon  information  being  given  him  of  that  fact  by  Sample, 
assured  him  that  he  need  not  feel  any  uneasiness  on  that 
account,  as  be,  Ives,  had  employed  able  counsel  to  defend  him 
in  that  suit.  That,  subse(|uently  to  this  assurance  from  Ivea, 
in  a  convei-sation  of  the  ap[>ellant,  Sample,  with  Biirnes,  the 
latter  promised  him,  that,  if  Ives  would  confess  a  judgment  in 
the  State  court  for  the  amount  of  the  bill,  he,  Barnes,  would 
dismiss  the  suit  he  had  instituted  against  the  appellant  as  in- 
dorser  of  that  bill.  That,  upon  communicating  to  Ives  the 
proposition  of  the  appellee,  Ives  professed  his  perfect  readi- 
ness to  comply  with  that  proposal,  and  Barnes  then  parted 
with  the  'appellant,  with  the  professed  purpose  of  rvYo 
obtaining  from  Ives  a  confession  of  judgment,  and  at  '- 
the  same  time  agreed  with  the  appellant,  Sample,  that,  in  the 
event  of  a  failure  by  Ives  to  give  such  confession,  he  would 
inform  Sample  thereof,  in  order  that  they,  conjoiutly,  might 
endeavor  to  obtain  from  Ives  a  fulfilment  of  his  promise. 
That  Barnes  omitted  to  give  information  of  the  refusal  on  the 
part  of  Ives ;  but  permitted  the  appellant,  Sample,  to  remain 
under  the  impression  that  a  confession  of  judgment  had  been 
given  by  Ives,  until  after  the  commencement  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  in  the  month  of  May,  1839,  when  the  appellant,  Sample, 
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was  informed  by  Barnes  that  Ives  was  insolvent.  That,  by 
theae  circumstances,  and  especially  by  the  conduct  of  Barnes, 
Sample  was  thrown  ofif  his  guard,  and  a  judgment  by  default 
was,  in  consequence  thereof,  rendered  f^inst  him  at  the  May 
term  of  the  Circuit  Court,  in  1839,  for  the  sum  of  t6,822.62, 
and  the  costs  of  suit.  That,  execution  having  been  sued  out 
on  this  judgment,  the  appellant.  Sample,  in  conformity  with 
advice  given  liim,  had,  with  the  other  appellants,  Pickins  and 
Scott,  as  his  sureties,  executed  a  forthcoming  bond  for  the 
delivery  to  the  marshal  of  the  property  therein  named ;  which 
bond,  having  been  forfeited,  operated  as  a  judgment,  and  exe- 
cution thereon  had  been  sued  out,  and  had  been  levied  on  the 
slaves  and  other  personal  property  of  Sample. 

Upon  the  foregoing  statements,  the  appellants  prayed,  that 
the  original  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  slaves  by  Barnes,  and 
all  the  undertakings  and  liabilities  growing  out  of  that  sale, 
might  be  declared  to  be  void  as  having  been  in  violation  of 
the  constitution  and  laws  of  Mississippi;  and  that  for  this 
cause,  affecting  tlie  character  of  the  contract,  and  by  reason 
too  of  the  fraud  and  deception  imputed  by  the  bill  to  the 
appellee,  Barnes,  with  reference  to  Sample,  the  judgments 
and  executions  obtained  for  his  benefit  might  be  perpetually 
enjoined. 

Upon  tlie  24th  of  Apiil,  1840,  an  injunction  was  awarded 
the  appellants  by. the  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  MississippL 

To  that  portion  of  the  bill  which  charges  the  introduction 
of  slaves  in  violation  of  the  constitution  and  laws  of  Missis- 
sippi, the  appellee  declines  to  answer,  as  that  charge  included 
the  liability  to  a  criminal  prosecution.  To  this  refusal  of  the 
appellee  no  ezceptiou  was  taken,  either  in  the  pleadings  or 
at  the  hearing  of  the  cause.  To  every  other  charge  in  the 
bill  the  answer  is  directly  responsive,  and  fully  denies  every 
material  allegation.  And  with  respect  to  all  the  charges,  in- 
clusive of  the  first,  the  testimony  adduced  by  the  complainant 
below,  falls  far  short  of  sustaining  any  one  of  them.  It  is 
deemed  loose,  vague,  and  immaterial.  Nay,  the  very  contract 
,-gi  with  Ives,  filed  as  an  exhibit  *with  the  bill,  and  which 
'  is  alleged  to  have  been  an  agreement  for  indulgence  to 
Ives,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  Sample,  absolutely  over- 
throws this  assertion,  and  is  shown  upon  its  face,  and  by  its 
terms  and  object,  to  have  been  simply  an  additional  security 
from  Ives,  operating,  if  at  all,  for  the  advantage  of  Sample  ;  a 
security  too,  which  the  grantee,  in  that  inslxumeut  had  the 
right  to  enforce  immediately  upon  failure  to  pay  the  bill  of 
exchange  drawn  on  Ford,  Markham,  &  Co. 
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Upon  the  heBTiDg  of  this  cause  before  the  Circuit  Court  at 
the  November  term  of  1848,  the  iojuuctioii  which  had  been 
awarded  the  appellants  was  dissolved,  and  the  bill  diBitiiased 
with  costs,  ^r  the  examination  of  that  decree  upon  appeal, 
this  cause  is  now  before  us. 

This  case  is  then  left  to  be  decided  upon  its  featureB,  as  dis- 
closed  in  the  bill  and  answer ;  and  the  application  to  these  of 
a  few  settled  and  familiar  principles  of  equity  jurisprudence, 
will  at  once  determine  its  rate.  '  And  first  with  respect  to  the 
intrinsic  merits  of  the  appellant's  original  claim  to  exemption 
from  liability;  and  secondly,  as  to  the  degree  or  extent  in 
which  such  claim,  if  ever  existing,  has  been  affected  by  his 
own  conduct,  as  evincing  either  the  assertion  or  the  surrender 
of  that  claim.  The  bill  commences  by  charging  the  introduc* 
tion  and  sale  of  slaves  within  the  State  of  Mississippi,  in  vio- 
lation of  the  constitution  and  laws  of  that  State,  as  the  essen- 
tial ground  of  impeachment  of  the  original  contract  and  of 
Sample's  exemption  from  liability  accruing  therefrom.  Yet 
it  is  somewhat  singular,  that  whilst  ui^ng  this  objection  and 
whilst  admitting  his  participation  in  the  sale,  by  giving  it  the 
sanction  of  his  name  and  credit,  he  is  entirely  silent  as  to  any 
knowledge  by  him  as  to  the  illegality  of  a  transaction  in 
which  he  bore  so  important  a  part.  He  certainly  possessed, 
at  some  period  of  time,  knowledge  of  the  character  of  that 
transaction ;  and  if  his  knowledge  reached  back  to  its  origin 
and  pQrpoaes,  or  to  the  date  of  his  own  participation  therein, 
he  must  be  viewed  as  standing  in  pari  delicto  with  all  similar 
actors  therein — a  position  which,  however  it  might  shield  him 
against  attempts  &om  associates  in  winng.  so  far  as  these 
should  be  ui^d  tbroi^h  the  instrum^itality  of  courts  of  jus- 
tice, can  invest  him  with  no  rights,  either  at  law  or  in  equity 
as  against  advantages  acquired  by  his  confederates.  The 
appellant,  Sample,  was  certainly  bound  to  show  himself  clear 
of  tbe  taint  of  a  transaction  which  he  denounces  as  illegal  and 
fraudulent,  but  in  which  he  shows  that  he  has  mingled  from 
its  inception,  and  which  he  deliberately  ratified  at  an  interval 
of  six  months  i^ter  his  first  participation  in  it.  His  failure  to 
do  this,  if  his  denunciation  of  the  transaction  be  taken  as  true, 
must  be  decisive  of  bis  fate  before  a  tribunal  which  lends  its 
*aid  or  countenance  to  those  only  who  can  present  r^^. 
themselves  with  pure  hands,  and  who  are  free  from  '■ 
sufipicion. 

The  rule,  as  applicable  to  the  position  of  this  party,  a  rule 
believed  to  be  without  exception,  has  been  distinctly  an- 
nounced by  this  court  in  a  case  very  similar  in  most  of  it« 
features  to  tbe  on«  now  before  us;  for  that,  like  the  present, 
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was  a  case  in  which  the  contract  was  impeached  for  precisely 
the  Bame  reason  for  which  the  interposition  of  equity  wan 
here  invoked;  and  in  that,  too,  as  in  tliis  instance,  after  the 
omission  to  set  up  a  defence  at  law.  We  allude  to  the  case 
of  Oreath's  Administrator  v.  Sims,  in  the  5th  of  Howard, 
where  this  court,  on  p^c  204,  have  thus  announced  the  rule 
by  which  courts  of  equity  are  governed.  "  Whosoever,"  say 
they,  "would  seek  admission  into  a  court  of  equity  must 
come  with  clean  hands,  and  such  a  court  will  never  interfere 
in  opposition  to  conscience  or  good  faith.  The  efifect  of  these 
principles  upon  the  statements  of  the  complainant  is  obvious 
upon  the  slightest  consideration.  The  complainant  alleges 
that  the  obligation  to  which  he  had  voluntarily  become  a 
party  was  intentionally  made  in  fraud  of  the  luw,  and  for 
this  reason  he  prays  to  be  relieved  from  its  fulfilment.  This 
prayer,  too,  is  addressed  to  a  court  of  conscience,  to  a  court 
which  touches  nothing  which  is  impure.  The  condign  and 
appropriate  answer  fram  such  a  tribunal  to  such  a  prayer  is 
this,  that,  however  unworthy  may  have  been  the  conduct  of 
your  opponent,  you  are  confessedly  in  pari  delicto;  you  can- 
not be  permitted  here  to  plead  your  own  demerits :  precisely 
therefore,  in  the  position  in  which  you  have  placed  yourself, 
in  that  position  we  must  leave  you."  The  attitude  of  the 
appellant.  Sample,  in  connection  with  this  aspect  of  the  case, 
would  of  itself  alone  be  conclusive  against  his  application  to 
equity  for  relief;  but  as  this  party  has  adduced  other  reasons 
upon  which  he  has  supposed  himself  entitled  to  equitable 
interposition,  it  may  not  be  out  of  place  to  show  their  utter 
inconsistency  with  the  very  rudiments  of  equity  jurispru- 
dence ;  with  principles  so  familiar  to  the  courts  and  to  the 
pixifession  as  to  render  their  particular  annunciation  scarcely 
necessary.  The  defence  now  attempted  to  be  set  up  by 
Sample,  viz.:  the  illegality  under  the  constitution  and  stat- 
utes of  Mississippi  of  the  consideration  for  which  the  two 
bills  of  exchange  were  given,  if  true,  was  a  legal  defence,  to 
be  availed  of  in  the  action  at  law  by  plea  or  demurrer.  Of 
this  principle  he  seems  to  be  aware,  and  therefore  he  endeav- 
ors to  eaca|)e  fnuu  its  operation  by  attempting  to  fix  upon 
Barnes  certain  practices  by  which  he.  Sample,  was  prevented 
from  making  a  proper  defence  in  the  action  against  him  in 
the  Circuit  Court ;  but  with  resjiect  to  the  testimony  adduced 
to  establish  such  alleged  practices,  it  may  be  remarked  in  the 
a-c-i  "first  place,  that  it  does  not  make  them  out  as  they 
J  are  averred  by  the  bill  to  have  occurred,  and  in  the 
next  place,  admitting  the  averments  in  the  bill,  with  respect 
to  the  practices  objected  against  Bi^rnes  after  the  institution 
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of  tbe  suit  at  law,  supposiag  them  to  have  occurred  as  stated 
in  the  bill,  they  could  have  formed  no  valid  obligation  upon 
Barnes  to  surrender,  without  consideration  or  equivalent,  his 
legal  rightfl,  nor  any  dispensation  to  the  appellant,  Sample, 
from  his  duty  to  guard  his  interests  in  the  pending  litigation 
in  which  he  was  a  party.  Barnes  had  no  power  to  compel  a 
oonfeasion  of  judgment  by  Ives ;  and  even  if  such  confeseion 
had  taken  place,  there  could  be  no  propriety  in  requiring 
Barnes  to  substitute  for  his  demand,  upon  a  solvent  debtor, 
a  judgment  against  another  who  was  not  solvent. 

The  appellant,  Sample,  appears  to  have  been  guilty  of  the 
grossest  neglect  and  disregard  of  that  diligence  which  the 
law  requires  at  the  hands  ot  all  suitors,  and  from  the  conse- 

Siencea  of  which  they  cannot  be  rescued  consistently  with 
e  rights  of  others  or  the  order  of  society.  The  law,  as 
applicable  to  such  neglect,  is  plainly  declared  in  the  ease  of 
Oreath  v.  iSimg,  already  quoted,  in  which  this  coart  have  said 
that  "  a  court  of  equity  will  never  be  called  into  activity  to 
remedy  the  coiisequences  of  laches  or  neglect,  or  the  want 
of  reasonable  diligence.  Whenever,  therefore,  a  competent 
remedy  or  defence  shall  have  existed  at  law,  the  party  who 
may  have  neglected  to  use  it,  will  never  be  permitted  here 
to  supply  the  omission,  to  the  encouragement  of  useless 
and  expensive  litigation,  and  perhaps  to  the  subversion  of 
justice. 

How,  then,  shall  the  conduct  of  the  appellant,  Sample,  be 
reconciled  with  the  principles  by  this  court  so  emphatically 
announced?  He  not  only  omits  to  insist  upou  his  legal 
defence  in  the  suit  at  law  against  him  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
but,  after  the  judgment  in  that  court  by  default,  he  executes 
a  delivery  bond,  with  the  other  appellants  as  his  sureties; 
thus,  after  the  first  judgment  against  himself  bv  default,  he 
procures  a  second  judgment  against  himself  and  his  sureties 
aa  it  were  by  confession.  This  party  has,  by  his  conduct, 
four  times  recognized  the  claim  against  him  by  Barnes — 
twice  by  his  indorsement  upon  theoills  drawn  oo  N.  and  J. 
Dicks  &  Co.,  and  on  Ford,  Markham,  &  Co.;  in  the  third 
instance  by  permitting  the  judgment  by  default ;  and  fourthly, 
by  executing  the  forthcomutg  bond,  which  he  knew  was 
tantamount  to  a  confession  of  judgment  for  the  demand. 

Upon  these  grounds,  solely,  and  independently  of  the  origi- 
nal consideratioQ  on  which  the  undertaking  by  Sample  was 
founded,  and  supposing  that  consideration  to  have  been  in- 
valid, if  inquired  into  at  the  proper  time,  this  appellant  must, 
by  his  "conduct,  be  regarded  as  having  waived  all  1-a.g 
nght  of  inquiry  into  that  consideration,  nay,  ratJier  aa     '- 
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having  repeatedly  admitted  its  validity.  To  permit  him, 
after  bo  doing,  to  contradict  all  that  he  haa  repeatedly  and 
formally  declared,  would  be  to  allow  him  to  falsify  his  solemn 
acts,  to  trifle  with  the  settled  rules  of  law  and  the  practice  of 
the  courts,  and  would  lead  to  endless  litigation.  We  there- 
fore order  that  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court,  dissolving  the 
injunction  and  dismissing  the  bill  in  this  case,  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby  aflirmed. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Mississippi,  and  was  argued  by  counsel. 
On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged, 
and  decreed  by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  the  said  Circuit 
Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  afSrmed  with 


WniiAM  F.  Raymond's  Lessee  v.  Nicholas  Longwoeth. 

In  the  State  of  Ohio,  it  is  not  a  infflcient  deecription  of  taxable  lands  to  laj, 
"  Cooper,  Jamet,  6  acrei,  section  24,  T.  4,  F.  R.  1."  A  deed  made  in  con- 
teqnence  of  a  tale  for  taxes  onder  luch  a  deBoripCion  is  Toid.  The  courtt 
of  Ohio  bare  ao  decided,  and  this  court  adopU  tlieir  decision. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Ohio.' 

It  waa  an  ejectment,  brought  by  Raymond,  for  the  follow- 
ing property,  viz : — All  that  certain  tract  of  land  in  the  west- 
ern part  of  Cincinnati,  commencing  thirty  feet  north  of  Nich- 
olas Longworth'a  individual  property,  on  the  west  side  of 
Mill  CreoK  road,  thence  north,  on  the  line  of  said  road,  five 
hundred  feet,  and  extending  back,  the  same  width,  at  right 
angles  with  said  road,  four  hundred  feet. 

The  facts  are  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Chase,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
submitted,  on  printed  ai^ument,  by  Mr.  Stanberry,  for  the 
defendant  in  error. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  brought  up  other  points  besides  the 
one  upon  which  the  judgment  of  this  court  rested ;  but  it  is 
not  necessary  to  notice  them. 

'  Reported  below,  4  McLean,  481. 
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*The  followiog  authorities  were  cited  by  Mr.  Stan-  ^,». 
herry,  in  support  of  the  ruling  of  the  Circuit  Court.         ■- 

The  entii-e  record  having  oeen  admitted  in  evidence,  the 
defendant  requested  the  court  to  instinct  the  jury,  "  that  the 
description  of  the  lot  upon  the  duplicate,  as  appears  by  the 
abstract  aforesaid,"  (Exhibit  D,)  "was  not  a  pertinent  descrip- 
tion of  the  lot,  such  as  the  statute  required ;  and,  therefore, 
that  the  forfeiture  to  the  State  of  Ohio  was  illegal  and  void, 
and  the  subsequent  sale,  by  the  auditor  of  Hamilton  couoty, 
to  Charles  Phelps,  was  also  void." 

This  instruction,  as  prayed  by  the  defendant,  was  given  by 
the  court ;  and  the  plaintiff  excepted  to  this  opinion  of  the 
court  also. 

On  the  validity  of  this  exception  turns  the  principal  ques- 
tion in  the  case. 

In  behalf  of  the  defendant,  and  in  support  of  the  ruling  of 
the  court  on  this  point,  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  do  more 
than  point  out  the  utter  want  of  certainty  in  the  description 
of  the  land,  as  contained  upon  the  duplicate  for  taxation,  and 
in  the  advertisements  for  sale  and  returns,  as  exhibited 
throughout  the  abstract  from  the  record  (Exhibit  D,  afore- 
said) ;  and,  having  done  so,  refer  the  court  to  the  uniform 
course  of  decision  in  Ohio  upon  the  subject, — invariably  hold- 
ing such  descriptions  invalid,  and  forfeitures  and  sales  under 
them  void.  Indeed,  all  this  is  fully  and  sufficiently  done  in 
the  circuit  report  of  the  present  case.  4  McLean,  481 ;  and 
in  the  case  of  Miner's  JJetsee  v.  McLean't  Attignee,  4  McLean, 
138. 

We  shall,  therefore,  only  briefly  state,  that  the  description 
of  the  lands,  as  shown  by  this  record,  upon  the  duplicate  of 
taxes,  and  in  the  various  returns  and  advertisements,  is  thus 
throughout : 

"  Cooper,  James,  5  acres,  S.  24,  T.  4,  fr.  R.  1,  Cincinnati. 
Value  $880.    Amount  due,  9 ." 

This  is  to  be  read  substantially  thus : — "  Five  acres  in  sec- 
tion 24,  fractional  range  1,  Cincinnati,  valued  at  880  dol- 
lars." &c. 

The  uncertainty  of  description,  which  renders  the  title  void, 
consists  in  its  being  wholly  impossible  to  know  in  what  part 
of  the  section  this  particular  lot  of  five  acres  is  located.  En- 
tire sections  contain  640  acres,  and  these  Ave  acres,  so  for  as 
appears,  may  as  readily  be  in  one  part  as  another. 

Such  descriptions  have  been  holden  void  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Ohio,  in  the  following  cases:  Lettte  ef  Jaiutie'a 
SeirM  V.  Long  et  al.,  2  Ohio,  287 ;  Leuee  of  Trttm  v.  Emerick, 
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6  Id^  391 ;  Lessee  of  Laferty  v.  Byert,  5  Id.,  458.    See  also, 
15  Id.,  134;  16  Id.,  24. 

,-„,  'Mr.  Justice  CATRON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
"'J    court. 

Raymond  sued  Longworth,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Ohio, 
for  a  piece  of  land,  containing  about  five  acres,  lying  in  the 
western  part  of  the  city  of  Cincinnati,  The  plaintiff  claimed 
title,  under  a  sale  for  State  taxes,  for  the  years  1837  and 
1838,  made  by  the  Auditor  of  Hamilton  county,  to  Charles 
Phelps,  for  eighty  dollars. 

The  land  had  been  listed  for  taxation,  as  the  property  of 
James  Cooper.  The  description  on  the  tax-list,  and  in  the 
subsequent  return  to  the  State  Auditor,  and  in  the  advertise- 
ments of  the  property  for  sale,  was  as  follows : — "  Cooper, 
James,  6  acres,  sec.  24,  T.  4,  ¥.  R.  1."  The  taxes  not  having 
been  paid,  and  the  land  being  advertised  and  offered  for  sale, 
by  the  Auditor  of  Hamilton  county,  and  uo  bid  being  made 
for  it,  it  was  returned  to  the  General  Auditor,  as  forfeited  to 
the  Stat«,  and  he  again  ordered  the  laud  to  be  advertised  and 
sold.  On  the  trial  below,  it  was  insisted  that  the  description 
of  the  premises  was  vague  on  the  tax-list,  and  in  the  dupli- 
cate returned  to  the  State  Auditor,  and  in  the  advertisements 
offering  the  land  for  sale ;  that  no  forfeiture  could  be  founded 
on  such  description,  nor  a  valid  sale  be  made.  And  so  the 
Circuit  Court  instructed  the  jury,  pronouncing  the  County 
Auditor's  deed  to  Charles  Phelps  void.  AncT  the  question 
presented  is,  whether  the  description  was  sufficient. 

The  uncertainty  consists  in  not  setting  forth  in  what  part 
of  section  24  the  five  acres  are  situated. 

It  is  settled,  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio,  that  the  tax- 
list,  and  the  duplicate  transmitted  to  the  State  Auditor,  as 
well  as  the  advertisement,  must  describe  the  land  so  that  its 
identity  may  be  ascertained  from  the  description,  either  by 
the  owner,  who  wishes  to  pay  the  taxes  before  it  is  offered 
for  sale,  or  that  he  may  redeem  after  a  forfeiture  is  pro- 
nounced ;  or  that  the  public  may  be  assured  what  is  offered 
for  sale. 

We  refer  to  the  description  in  the  leading  cases,  where  the 
sales  were  pronounced  void  for  want  of  sufficient  certainty. 
In  Mc^hewt  v.  Thompton,  5  Ohio,  the  description  was,  "  100 
acres,  sec.  4,  township  7,  range  4."  In  5  Ohio,  468,  "  Haines, 
John,  No.  entry,  4401 ;  original  quantity,  170  acres ;  quantity 
taxed,  70  acres."  In  6  Ohio,  899,  "  Sixtv  acres,  part  of  the 
N.  half  of  S.  IS."  In  16  Ohio,  25,  there 'had  been  listed  833 
acres,  as  part  of  an  original  survey  for  1,000  acres,  without 
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Bpecifying  in  what  part  of  the  1,000  acres  the  833  acres  lay. 
ill  each  of  the  cases  cited,  it  was  held,  that  the  description 
was  vague  and  the  sale  void.  Here,  the  five  acres  ai-e  listed, 
and  advertised  as  part  of  section  24,  and  the  description  is 
equally  vague  as  any  of  the  fbrf^ing.  And,  as  the  State 
courts  have  *settled  what  certainty  is  required,  it  is  p,-g 
our  duty  to  follow  their  decisions  on  the  State  laws,  ^ 
regulating  proceedings  in  cases  of  tax-eales.  We  accordingly 
oraer  the  juc^ment  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  be  affirmed. 

ORDER. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Ohio,  and  was  ai^ued  by  counsel.  On  considera* 
tion  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered  and  adjudged  by  this 
court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  Circuit  Court  in  this 
cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed,  with  costs. 


David  B.  Herman,  Plaintiff  in  Ebbob,  r.  Jambs 
Phalen  ;  Samb  v.  Samb. 


These  two  cases  were  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  Louisiana,  and  were  argued  together  by  Mr.  Allm 
and  Mr.  Ovid  F.  Johnson  for  the  defendant  in  error.  No 
counsel  appeared  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

The  points  in  the  case  were  argued  in  the  case  of  Leayur 
V.  De  Young,  11  How.,  188,  to  which  the  reporter  refers. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  tlip 
court. 

These  two  cases  have  been  argued  together  and  depend 
upon  the  same  principles.  They  were  decided  in  the  Circuit 
Court,  before  the  opinion  of  this  court  was  pronounced  in 
the  case  of  League  v.  De  Young  and  Brotcn,  reported  in  11 
How.,  186.  In  that  case,  all  of  the  questions  which  arise  in 
the  cases  before  us  were  fully  c<Hiwdered  and  decided :  and 
that  decision  is  adverse  to  the  doctrines  now  contended  for 
by  the  defendant  in  error.     Upon  reviewing  the  opinion  in 
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League  v.  De  Young  and  Brovm,  we  see  no  reason  for  changing 
it  in  any  respect ;  and  these  two  caises  must  therefore  be 
reversed,  and  a  mandate  issued  to  the  Circuit  Court,  direct- 
ing the  judgment  in  each  of  them  to  be  reversed,  and  the 
judgment  entered  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

ORDER. 

This  caose  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
man-\  ^Eastern  District  of  Louisiana,  and  was  argued  by 
i  couDsel.  On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here 
ordered  and  adjudged  by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the 
said  Circuit  Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
reversed,  with  costs,  and  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is 
hereby,  remanded  to  the  said  Circuit  Court,  with  directions 
to  enter  judgment  for  David  B.  Herman,  the  phiintiff  in 
error. 


George  Rundle  akd  William  Griffiths,  Trvbtebs  of 
THE  Estate  of  John  Savage,  deceased,  Plaintipfs 
in  Ebror,  v.  The  Delaware  and  Rabitah  Canal 
Company.' 

By  the  law  of  PennijlTania,  the  River  Delaware  ia  a  public  naTigable  river, 

held  by  iU  joint  wvereignt  in  tnut  for  ihe  public. 
Riparian  owneri,  in  that  Stale,  have  no  title  to  the  river,  or  anj  right  to  divert 

iU  waters,  imleu  by  licence  from  the  States.* 
Snch  license  is  revocable,  and  in  aubjection  to  the  superior  right  of  the  State, 

'  Rrlied    oh    tn    dii.   op.    Salmon  are  the  property  of  the  riparian  pro- 

FalU   Manuf.   Co.  r,    Goddard,  _pott,  prtetora,  the   public   having  an  ease- 

•4GT.    See  MarthM  v.  B.  ^  O.  R.  R.  ment  only  for  passage  as  on  a  public 

Go,,  16  How.,  326,   838,  350;   Biach  highway;   and  iucii  proprietora  may 

River  Imp.  Co.  v.  La  Crotte  j-c.  Co.,  nse  tlie  land  or  water  of  the  river  in 

64  Wis.,  881.     S.  P.   Simp*™  v.  Neal,  any  way  not   inconsiitent   with   this 

89  Pa.  St.,  183.  easement.      ChmaBgo   Bridge    Co.   v. 

■  In  Minnesota  it  is  held  that  a  ri-  Paige.  83  N.  Y.,  178.    The  legislalnre, 

pariaii  owner  on  a  navigable  stream  except  under  the  power  of  eminent 

may  use  the  water  flowing  past   his  domain,  can  interfere  with  such  a  river 

land  for  any  purpose,  so  long  as  he  only  for  tlic   purpose  of  regulating, 

does  not  impede  navigation,  in   the  preaerving',  and  protecting  the  public 

absence  of  any  counter-claim  by  the  easement.     Ibid. 

State  or  the  United  States.    Morrill  r.  For  rules   of    interpretation  of   a 

St.  Anikoni/  Falli  4-c.  Co.,  26  Minn.,  contract  of  cession  between  the  United 

222.     And  see   Slate   v.  Minneapolit  States   and  a   State,  aa  respects   the 

Mill  Co.,  Id.,  229.    In  New  York,  the  right*  of  the  parties  in  a   dividing 

bed  and  banks  of  a  fresh-water  river,  i\\ei,m  Alabama  Y.Gtvrgia,i&  Kan., 

where  the  tide  docs  not  ebb  and  flow,  606. 
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U>  dirert  the  water  for  public  Improvements,  either  bj  the  State  dlrectlr, 
or  by  a  corporation  created  for  that  pnrpote.* 
The  proviso  to  the  provisional  acta  of  Penniy Ivanift  and  New  Jeraej,  of  1T71, 
doe»  not  opetale  a»  a  grant  of  the  usufruct  of  the  watere  of  the  river  to 
Adam  Hoops  and  his  aiaigns,  but  only  as  a  license,  or  toleration  of  bis 

As,  by  the  laws  of  his  own  State,  the  plaindtt  could  have  no  remedy  agunst 
a  corporation  authomed  to  take  the  whole  waters  of  the  river  for  the  pur- 
pose of  canals,  or  improving  the  navigation,  so,  neither  can  he  sustain  a 
suit  against  a  corporation  created  by  New  Jeney  for  the  same  purpose,  who 
have  taken  part  of  the  waters.* 

The  plainliSs  being  but  tenants  at  sufferance  in  the  urafenct  of  the  water  to 
the  two  Stales  who  own  the  river  as  tenants  In  common,  are  not  in  a  condi- 
tion to  question  the  relative  rights  of  either  to  use  its  waters  without  con- 
sent of  the  other. 

This  case  is  not  intended  to  decide  whetber  a  first  licensee,  for  private  emolu- 
ment, can  support  an  action  against  a  later  licensee  of  either  lOTereiKn  or 
both,  who,  for  private  purposes,  diverts  the  water  to  the  injury  of  the  Int. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  ^m  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States,  for  the  District*  of  New 
Jersey.* 

The  facts  in  the  case  are  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

It  was  argued  in  print  by  Mr.  Aghmead  and  Mr.  Vroom 
for  the  plaintifis  in  error,  and  b;  Mr.  John  M.  Read  orally, 
for  the  defendants  in  error.  There  was  also  a  printed  ar- 
gument upon  the  same  side,  submitted  by  himself  and  Mr. 
Green. 

The  arguments,  upon  both  sides,  contdned  historical  ac- 
counts of  the  legislation  of  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey  on 
the  subject  of  the  River  Delaware,  and  the  variouB  compacts 
and  negotiations  between  them.  It  is  impossible,  in  the  re- 
port of  a  law  case,  to  give  an  explanation  of  these  transac- 
tions, commencing  before  the  Revolution.  Those  who  may 
have  occasion  to  investigate  the  matter  minutely,  would  do 
well  to  obtain  from  the  counsel  their  respective  arguments. 
All  that  will  be  attempted,  *in  this  report,  will  be  to  p.g^ 
give  an  account  of  the  points  which  were  made.  '■ 

The  declaration  charged  the  canal  company  with  having, 
1.  Erected  a  dam  in  the  River  Delaware,  above  the  works 
of  the  plaintifTs,  and,  by  means  of  it,  obstructed  and  penned 
up  the  waters  of  the  river. 

*  Subject  to  such  right  of  thpSUtes,     StUlman  t.  WMu  Boek  Manuf.  Co.,i 
the  owners  of  water-powers  on  such  a    Woadb.  &  M.,  638. 
river,  each  hold  an  undivided  half  of        *  S.  P.   Stevtna  t.  PcOterton  ^.  R. 
■•  ...  jj   Co.,  6Vr.  (N.  J.J,  632. 

•  Reported  below,  1  Wall.,  Jr.,  27& 
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2.  With  dt^ng  a  canal,  and  diverting  the  waters  of  the 
river  into  it,  and  so  leading  them  int^  the  State  of  New 
Jersey. 

3.  With  cutting  off  the  streams  and  brooks  which  thereto- 
fore had  been  tributary  to  the  said  River  Delaware,  and  pre- 
venting them  from  flowing  into  it. 

4.  With  using  the  waters,  taken  from  the  river,  to  supply 
the  said  canal,  and  to  create  a  water  power,  from  which  they 
supply  various  mills,  manufactories,  and  other  establishments, 
with  water,  for  the  sake  of  gain. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  upon  the  demurrer  being  that 
the  plaintins  bad  no  right  of  action,  the  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiffs in  this  court  assumed  the  following  as  the  grounds  upon 
which  the  court  below  founded  its  decision,  vmich  grounds 
they  severally  contested. 

The  points  ruled  in  the  court  below,  and  of  which  the 
plaintilT  'eoioplaina  as  being  erroneous,  are  : 

1.  That  the  authority  under  which  the  diuu  of  Adam  Hoops 
has  been  kept  and  maintained  in  the  River  Delaware,  since 
the  year  1771,  was  not  a  grant,  but  a  license,  revokable  at  the 
pleasure  of  New  Jersey  alone,  and,  at  best,  impunity  for  a 
nuisance. 

2.  That  the  plaintiff,  who  claim  as  the  assignees  of  Adam 
Hoops,  for  the  diversion  of  the  water  from  their  mills,  cannot 
recover,  because  their  works  are  situated  in  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  and  not  in  New  Jersey,  and  that  the  claim 
for  dam^es  must  be  regulated  by  the  rule  established  by 
the  Pennsylvania  courts,  which  rule  is  opposed  to  the  one 
recognized  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  and  applied  by  the 
Supreme  Court  to  these  defendants  iu  error  in  a  similar 
case. 

5.  That  it  is  not  competent  for  the  plaintifFs  to  question 
the  authority  of  New  Jersey,  to  take  the  waters  of  the  Dela- 
ware for  her  public  improvements,  without  the  consent  of 
Pennsylvania. 

Firgt  Point.  With  respect  to  the  first  point,  the  counsel 
for  the  plaintifls  in  error  contended, 

1.  That  the  said  acts  were,  in  form,  substance,  and  legal 
effect,  a  grant,  and  not  a  license.  They  then  commented  on 
the  acts,  and  cited  the  following  authorities : 

An  authority  given,  will  operate  by  way  of  liceuse  or  grftut, 
according  to  its  nature  and  the  intention  of  the  parties. 
Thus,  in  15  Viner,  Abr.  Tit.  Lease,  (N.)  PI.  1,  it  is  said, 
*A21  ""^hat  if  a  *man  license  me  to  enter  his  land,  and  to 
-'  occupy  it  for  a  year,  half  year,  or  such  like,  this  is  a 
lease  and  shall  be  so  pleaded."    A  confirmation  of  a  title  by 
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act  of  Congress,  (which  waa  the  least  effect  to  be  given  to 
the  acts  of  1771  and  1804,)  act  only  rendeTa  it  a  legal  title, 
but  furnishes  higher  evidence  of  that  fact  than  a  patent,  in- 
asmuch as  it  is  a  direct,  whereas  a  patent  is  only  the  act  of  its 
ministerial  officer.  Griffnon'a  Lessee  v.  Aitor,  2  How.,  S19 ; 
Sima  V.  Irvine,  3  Dall..  425 ;  Patton  v.  Huston,  1  Wheats  476 ; 
Strother  v.  Iaicos,  12  Pet.,  410.  In  this  latter  case,  at  p&ee 
454,  it  is  said  by  Judge  Baldwin,  delivering  the  opinion  of  tne 
ctf  irt,  "  that  a  grant  may  be  made  by  a  law,  as  well  as  a  pa- 
tent pursuant  to  a  law,  is  undoubted,  6  Cr.,  128 ;  and  a  con- 
firmation by  a  law,  is  as  fully,  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
a  grant,  as  if  it  contained  in  terras  a  grant  de  novo. ' 

2.  If  the  acts  of  1771  are  to  be  regarded  as  a  technical  license, 
such  license  is  not  revocable  by  the  parties  granting  it,  or 
either  of  them,  it  being  a  license  not  executory,  but  executed, 
on  the  faith  of  which  lai^e  expenditures  had  been  incurred, 
previous  to  the  alleged  revocation  by  the  State  of  New  Jersey, 
in  1830,  by  the  pass^e  of  the  act  chartering  the  Delaware 
and  Raritan  Canal. 

The  authorities  are  clear  and  conclusive,  that  a  license  by 
one  man  to  another,  to  make  use  of  his  land  for  purposes  re- 
quiring expenditures  of  money,  and  contemplating  perma- 
nence, is,  in  efTect  a  grant,  and  is  not  revocable  in  its  nature. 
'  Thus,  in  Reriek  v.  Kern,  14  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.),  267,  it  is  said 
that  "permission  to  use  water  for  a  mill,  or  any  thing  else  that 
was  viewed  by  the  parties  as  a  permanent  erection,  will  be  of 
unlimited  duration  and  survive  the  erection  itself,  if  it  should 
be  destroyed,  or  fall  into  a  state  of  dilapidation."  Although  a 
license  executory  may  be  revoked,  yet  a  license  executed  can- 
not be.  Winter  t.  Brockwell,  8  East,  308.  Lord  Ellenhorough 
saya,  in  this  case, "  that  he  thought  it  unreasonable,  that,  after 
a  party  had  been  led  to  incur  expense,  in  consequence  of  having 
obtained  a  license  from  another  to  do  an  act,  and  that  the 
Uoense  had  been  entered  upon,  that  either  should  be  permitted 
to  recall  his  license."  In  Taj/lor  v.  Waters,  7  Taunt.,  874,  it  is 
decided  that  a  license  granted  on  consideration  cannot  be  re- 
voked. Liggint  v.  Inge,  7  Bing.,  682,  (20  Eng.  Com.  Law, 
287,)  decides  that  where  the  pwntiffs  father,  by  oral  license 
permitted  the  defendant  to  lower  the  bank  of  a  river,  and  to 
make  a  weir  above  the  plaintiffs  mill,  whereby  leas  water 
than  before  flowed  to  the  plaintiffs  mill,  the  plaintiff  could 
not  sue  the  defendants  for  continuing  the  weir;  the  court 
holding  that  the  license  in  that  case,  being  executed,  was 
not  countermandable  *by  the  party  who  gave  it.  So,  r»aa 
in  Wood  V.  Manly,  11  Ad.  &  Ell.,  84,  (39  E.  C.  L.,  19,)  ^  ~ 
it  was  held  th&t  a  license  to  enter  upon  laud  to  t^e  away 
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property  purchased  thereon,  was  part  of  the  consideration  of 
the  purchase,  and  could  not  be  revoked.  The  case  of  Webb  v. 
Paternoster,  (Palmer,  151,)  asserts  the  general  principle,  that 
an  executed  license  is  not  counterniandable.  Rerick  v.  Kern, 
(14  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.),  267,)  was  the  case  of  a  license  to  use 
water  power,  given  without  any  consideration,  and  held  not 
revocable.  The  court  said  the  license  "  was  a  direct  enoour- 
^ement  to  spend  money,"  and  "  it  would  be  against  all  con- 
science to  annul  it,"  and  further,  that,  "  the  execution  of  it 
would  be  specifically  enjoined,  and  that  the  party  to  whom 
the  license  was  granted  would  not  he  turned  round  to  his 
remedy  for  damages."  "How  very  inadequate  it  would  be, 
in  a  case  like  this,"  says  the  court,  "is  perceived  by  consider- 
ing that  a  license,  which  has  been  followed  by  the  expenditure 
of  ten  thousand  dollars,  as  a  necessary  qualiiication  for  the 
enjoyment  of  it,  may  be  revoked  by  an  obstinate  man  who  is 
not  worth  as  many  cents."  Again,  it  is  remarked — "  having 
had  in  view  an  unlimited  enjoyment  of  the  privilege,  the 
grantee  has  purchased,  by  the  expenditure  of  money,  a  right 
indefinite  in  point  of  duration." 

S.  If  the  joint  acts  of  1771  and  1804  are  ever  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  revocable  license,  and  not  as  a  grant,  such  license 
has  never  been  actually  revoked  by  both  or  either  of  the 
State  legislatures.  The  act  of  1830,  by  which  the  Delaware 
and  Raritan  Canal  Company  was  chartered  by  the  State  of 
Kew  Jersey,  contains  no  such  provision,  and  revocation  by 
implication  will  not  be  inferred  where  so  great  a  wrong 
would  be  perpetrated  on  an  individual. 

4.  Admitting  that  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  by  the  act 
chartering  the  Delaware  and  Rantan  Canal  Company,  in- 
tended to  revoke  the  grant  or  executed  license  made  to 
Adam  Hoops,  and  those  claiming  under  him,  it  was  incom- 
petent for  that  State  to  do  so. 

If  the  joint  act  of  the  legislatures  of  the  two  States  be  a 
grant,  or,  what  is  the  same  in  legal  effect,  an  executed 
license,  then  that  grant  or  executed  license  is  a  contract 
witbiu  the  meaning  of  the  constitution,  and  cannot  be 
impaired  by  subsequent  legislation.  Fletcher  v.  Peck,  6 
Cranch,  87  ;  Terret  v.  Taylor,  9  Crancb,  43.  Where  a  legis- 
lature has  once  made  a  grant,  it  is  as  much  estopped  by  it  as 
is  an  individual.  Such  a  grant  amounts  to  an  extiuguish- 
meot  of  the  right  of  the  grantor,  and  a  contract  not  to 
reassert  that  right.  Id.  It  is  a  principle  applicable  to  every 
grant  that  it  cannot  effect  preexisting  titles.  Although  a 
*841  g^'ant  is  conclusive  on  its  face,  and  cannot  he  *contn> 
-I  verted,  yet  if  the  thing  granted  is  not  in  the  grantor, 
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no  right  passes  to  the  grantee.  City  of  New  Orleans  v. 
Armaa,  9  Pet.,  224 ;  New  Orleans  v.  Ujiited  Statet,  10  Pet., 
662  s  Idndfy  v.  Leisee  of  Miller,  6  Pet.,  666. 

Again :  If  the  franchise  and  privileges,  secui-ed  to  the  plain- 
tifb  Dy  the  joint  acta  of  1771,  are  the  subject  of  legislative 
revocatioD,  the  revocation  must  certainly  be  as  extensive  as 
the  license  accorded.  It  must,  to  be  effectual,  he  the  joint 
act  of  both  legislatures,  and  not  the  separate  act  of  either. 
Pennsylvania  was  no  party  to  the  charter  granted  by  New 
Jersey  to  the  defendants.  Indeed,  she  refused  to  become 
snob,  ou  the  terms  proposed  by  her.  In  many  respects),  this 
case  resembles  that  of  the  Cliesapeake  and  Ohio  Canal  Com- 
pany V.  The  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  4  Gill  & 
J.  (Md.),  1.  This  was  the  case  of  a  contest  between  the 
plaintiffs,  who  claimed  under  the  joint  acts  of  the  States  of 
Maryland  and  Virginia  and  the  United  States,  and  the  de- 
fendants, who  claimed  part  of  the  same  franchise  under  a 
separate  act  of  the  State  of  Maryland.  It  was  held,  that 
neither  Maryland  nor  Virginia,  without  the  consent  of  the 
other,  could  impair  a  charter  granted  by  their  previous  joint 
legislation,  nor  could  they  do  so  even  jointly. 

Second  Point.  The  second  proposition  ruled  by  the  learned 
Judge  below,  was,  that  the  plaintiffs,  who  claim  as  the  assignees 
of  Adam  Hoops,  for  the  diversion  of  the  water  from  their 
mills,  cannot  recover,  because  their  works  are  situated  in  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  and  not  in  New  Jersey,  and  that  the 
claim  for  dam^es  must  be  regulated  by  the  Pennsylvania 
courts,  which  rule  is  opposed  to  the  one  recognized  in  the 
State  of  New  Jersey,  and  applied  by  the  Supreme  Court  to 
these  defendants  in  error  in  a  similiar  case. 

1.  The  accuracy  of  this  position  is  denied;  because  the 
action,  having  been  instituted  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  New 
Jersey,  against  a  New  Jersey  corporation,  to  recover  damages 
consequent  upon  the  erection  of  a  public  work  exclusively 
within  her  own  soil,  the  taws  of  New  Jersey  and  the  decisions 
of  its  Supreme  Court,  must  furnish  the  rule  of  decision  as  to 
the  extent  of  the  liability  of  this  corporation  for  the  act  com- 
plained of,  and  not  the  laws  and  decisions  of  Pennsylvania, 
as  to  the  liability  of  Pennsylvania  oorporotions. 

2.  If  the  plaintiffs  claim  for  dam^es  is  to  be  regulated  by 
the  decisions  in  Pennsylvania,  there  is  no  case  of  binding  au- 
thority in  the  adjudications  of  Pennsylvania,  which  rules  this 
point  against  them ;  the  doctrine  not  going  to  the  extent  sup- 
posed by  the  learned  Judge. 

Third  Point.  The  third  point  ruled  by  the  learned  Judge 
below,  is,  "  that  it  is  not  competent  for  the  ]>laintiEFs  to  ques- 
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•fWil  ^^'^^  **'^^  authority  of  New  Jersey  to  take  the  waters 
^  of  the  Delaware  River  for  her  public  improvements, 
without  the  consent  of  PeuDBylvania,  the  channel  and  watert 
of  this  river  being  vested  in  the  two  States,  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  no  one  can  question  the  authority  of  either  to 
divert  the  water,  but  the  other." 

(These  points  were  examined  and  contested.) 

It  has  been  before  mentioned,  that  the  brieb  of  the  ooon- 
sel  contained  references  to  numerous  historical  documents. 
That  filed  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  in  error  waa  very 
elaborate,  and  Mr.  Bead  referred  to  them  in  his  oral  ail- 
ment.    The  summing  up  was  as  follows : 

We  have  thus  presented  a  chronological  detail  of  the  his- 
tory of  the  Delaware,  and  of  the  legi^tive  negotiation,  and 
executive  action  of  both  States  in  relation  to  the  river,  its 
navigation,  and  the  various  uses  of  its  water  for  caual  or  mill 
purposes ;  and  we  think  it  can  leave  no  doubt,  in  any  dispas- 
sionate mind,  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  have  no  title  what- 
ever to  claim  damages  from  the  Delaware  and  Raritan  Canal 
Company,  for  taking  water  from  the  river  for  the  use  of  its 
canal,  under  a  direct  and  positive  authority  granted  by  the 
legislature  of  New  Jersey. 

Adam  Hoops's  dam,  uniting  the  main  land  with  Bird's 
Island,  and  extending  from  the  head  of  it  into  the  main  chan- 
nel of  the  river,  and  perhaps  one  other  dam  on  the  Pennsyl- 
vania side,  were  erected  by  the  owners  of  the  fast  land,  prior 
to  1771,  without  any  authority  whatever,  either  from  the 
crown,  or  the  provincial  government.  Now,  these  erections 
being  in  the  river,  and  beyond  the  low-water  mark,  whether 
the  tide  ebbed  and  flowed  there  or  not,  or  whether  the  river 
was  then  vested  in  the  crown  or  the  proprietaries,  were,  by 
the  unquestioned  law  of  Pennsylvania,  nuisances,  and  could 
have  been  abated  by  individuals,  and  certainly  by  the  author- 
ized agents  of  the  government. 

The  law  of  Pennsylvania  is  well  stated  by  Mr.  Justice 
Grier,  in  this  case.  "  But  the  law  of  Pennsylvania,"  says  the 
learned  Judge,  "  by  which  the  title  and  rights  of  the  plain- 
tiffs  must  be  tested,  differs  materially  from  that  of  England 
and  most  of  the  other  States  of  the  Union.  As  regards  her 
large  fresh-water  rivers,  she  has  adopted  the  principles  of  the 
civil  law,  in  preference  to  that  of  England."  Rundle  v.  Dda- 
ware  and  Raritan  Canal  Company,  Wall.,  Jr.,  297. 

In  the  case  of  Carson  v.  Blaxer,  the  Supreme  Court  of  that 

State  decided  that  the  large  rivers,  such  as  the  Susquehanna 

and  Delaware,  were  never  deemed  subject  to  the  common 

law  of  England  applicable  to  fresh-water  streams ;  but  they 
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are  to  be  treated  as  "  navigable  riveiB  '* ;  that  the  grants  of 
William  Penii,  the  proprietary,  never  extended  beyond  tlie 
margin  of  the  'river,  which  belonged  to  the  public ;  r^ae 
and  that  the  riparian  owners  have,  therefore,  no  exclu-  *- 
sive  right  to  the  soil  or  water  of  such  river,  ad  fXwm  medium 
aqwB. 

These  principles  are  fully  sustained  by  all  the  Pennsyl- 
vania cases  down  to  the  present  time,  which  are  cited  below, 
and  which  also  exemplify  the  doctrine  that  mere  tolerations 
or  licenses  on  navigable  streams,  are  always  in  the  power  of 
the  sovereign,  and  can  be  withdrawn,  at  any  moment,  without 
any  violation  of  the  constitutional  provision. 

These  nuisances  were  in  existence  at  tiie  passage  of  the  act 
of  9th  March,  1771,  and,  under  its  general  terms,  the  commis- 
sionere  named  in  it,  would  have  been  obliged  to  abate  them 
at  once,  as  artificial  obstructions  to  the  naviffation,  except  for 
the  proviso  in  the  7th  section,  which  prohibits  the  commis- 
sioners, therein  appointed,  from  removing  or  altering  the 
same.  The  same  observation  applies  to  the  New  Jersey  act 
of  the  same  year. 

"  But,"  to  use  again  the  languf^  of  the  learned  Judge  be- 
low, "  we  can  discover  nothing  in  the  nature  of  a  grant  in  the 
words  of  this  proviso.  It  amounts  to  no  more  than  the  pres- 
ent toleration  of  a  nuisance,  previously  erected,  or,  at  most, 
to  a  license  revocable  at  pleasure.  The  doctrine  of  the  cases 
which  we  have  just  quoted,  applies  to  it  with  full  force  and 
conclusive  effect ;  nor  can  the  plaintiff  claim  by  prescription 
gainst  the  public  for  more  than  the  act  confers  on  him,  which, 
at  best,  is  but  an  impunity  for  a  nuisance."  2  Binn.  (Pa.), 
4T5 ;  Brown  v.  Commonwealth,  3  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.),  273 ;  Skrw^ 
v.  Sckwfflkill  Navigation  Co.,  14  Id.,  71 ;  Bacon  v.  Arthur,  4 
Watts  (Pa.),  487  ;  CouveH  v.  O'Connor,  8  Id.,  470;  Ball  v. 
Sla^ik,  2  Whart.  (Pa.),  508,  6S8 :  Monongahela  Nav.  Co.  v. 
Cooni,  6  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.),  101 ;  Suiquekanna  Canal  Co.  v. 
Wright,  9  Id..  9 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Church,  1  Pa.  St.,  106 ; 
Fiiner  v.  Carter,  1  Wall.,  Jr.,  69  ;  Mayor  v.  Commiggionera  of 
Spring  Gardens,  7  Pa.  St.,  848  ;  Reading  v.  Commonwealth,  1 
Jones  (Pa.),  201 ;  M  Kinney  v.  Monongahela  Nav.  Co.,  2  Harr. 
(Pa.),  66 ;  Henry  v.  PiUaintrg,  8  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.),  85  ;  0'  Con- 
nor v.  PiUiburg,  Sept.,  1851,  MS. ;  Wall.,  Jr.,  800,  301. 

But  if  there  be  any  doubt  on  this  subject,  it  is  removed  by 
a  reference  to  the  ^reement  of  26th  April,  1783,  between  the 
two  sovereign  States  of  New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania,  then 
reocwnizing  no  common  superior,  and  not  affected  by  any 
provision  afterwards  contained  in  the  Constitution  of  tu. 
United  States. 
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The  acts  of  1771  were  temporary  in  their  character,  and  all 
operations  under  tliem  ceased  from  the  commence  inetit  of  the 
Revolutionary  War.  The  compact  of  1783,  which  is  per- 
petual in  its  operation,  declared  *'  the  River  Delaware,  from 
the  station  point,  or  north-west  corner  of  New  Jersey  nortb- 
,o~1  erly,  to  the  place  *upon  the  said  river  where  the  cir- 
■1  cular  boundary  of  the  State  of  Delaware  toucheth  uiHin 
the  same,  in  the  whole  length  and  breadth  thereof,  is,  and 
shall  continue  to  be  and  remain  a  common  highway,  equally 
free  and  open  for  the  use,  benefit,  and  advantage  of  the  said 
contracting  parties." 

Such  language  admits  of  no  dispute.  It  is  a  complete  and 
total  revocation  of  all  license  or  toleration,  or  grant  of  any 
kind  to  any  dams  or  works  erected  on  the  Pennsylvania  or 
Jersey  side  of  the  river,  which  were  nuisances  ab  origine. 

It  cannot  be  supposed  that  two  or  more  original  nuisances 
were  saved  out  ot^  the  general  and  comprehensive  terms  of 
the  compact,  and  that  they  are  to  subsist  to  all  future  time 
as  obstacles  to  any  use  of  the  river,  by  either  or  both  States 
which  may  in  any  manner  affect  the  works  thus  placed  on  the 
soil  and  in  the  waters  of  the  public. 

This  view  is  supported  by  the  unbroken  legislation  of 
Pennsylvania  particularly — by  the  ground  taken  by  her  com- 
missioners in  1817,  and  virtually  recognized  by  those  of  New 
Jersey,  and  by  the  subsequent  ^reements  of  1829  and  1834, 
entered  into  by  the  commissioners  of  both  States,  which 
treated  these  works  as  nuisances,  and  as  not  to  be  regarded 
in  any  disposition  to  be  made  of  the  waters  of  the  river, 
whether  by  the  erection  of  dams,  or  for  the  supply  of  canal 
or  water  power. 

They  were  in  fact  treated  as  if  they  had  no  legal  existence. 
Can  such  a  title  give  a  claim  for  dam^es  upon  a  company 
incorporated  by  a  sovereign  State  of  the  confederacy? 

It  is  also  clearly  "  not  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  ques- 
tion the  authority  of  New  Jersey  to  take  the  waters  of  the 
Delaware  for  her  public  improvements,  without  the  consent 
of  Pennsylvania.  The  channel  and  waters  of  this  river  are 
vested  in  the  two  States,  as  tenants  in  common,  as  we  have 
already  seen  ;  and  no  one  can  question  the  authority  of  either 
to  divert  its  waters  but  the  other.  Pennsylvania  was  the 
first  to  seize  on  a  portion  of  their  joint  property,  for  her  sep- 
arate use,  and  is  estopped  by  her  own  act  from  complaint 
against  New  Jersey,  who  has  but  followed  her  example. 
Besides  this,  mutual  consent  may  be  presumed  from  mutual 
acquiescence.  At  all  events,  the  plaintiff,  who  is  shown  to 
have  no  title  to  the  river,  or  any  part  of  it,  and  whose  tolerar 
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tion  or  license  could  at  best  only  protect  faim  from  a  proeecu- 
tion,  is  not  in  a  aituntioii  to  diBpute  the  rights  of  either,  or 
claim  compensation  for  a  diversion  of  its  waters,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  public  impiovements  of  either  of  its  Bovereiga 
owners." 

Mr.  Justice  GRIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  plaintifTs  in  error,  who  were  plaintiff  below,  are 
ownere  "of  certain  mills  in  Pennsylvania,  opposite  to  p,jjj, 
the  city  of  Trenton,  in  New  Jersey.  These  mills  are  *■ 
supplied  with  water  from  the  Delaware  River,  by  means  of  a 
dam  extending  from  the  Pennsylvania  shore  to  an  island  lying 
near  and  parallel  to  it,  and  extending  along  the  rapids  to  the 
head  of  tide  water. 

The  plaintiffs,  in  their  declaration,  show  title  to  the  prop- 
erty under  one  Adam  Hoops,  who  had  erected  his  mill  and 
buUt  a  dam  in  the  river  previous  to  the  year  1771.  In  that 
year,  the  Provinces  of  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey,  respec- 
tively, passed  acts  declaring  the  River  Delaware  a  common 
highway  for  purposes  of  navigation  up  and  down  the  same, 
and  mutually  appointing  commissioners  to  improve  the  navi- 
gation thereof,  with  full  power  and  authority  to  remove  any 
obstructions  whatsoever,  natural  or  artificial ;  and  subjecting 
to  fine  and  imprisonment  any  person  who  should  set  up,  re- 
pair, or  maintain  any  dam  or  obstruction  in  the  same,  pro- 
vided, "  that  nothing  herein  contained  aliall  give  any  power 
or  authority  to  the  commissioners  herein  appointed,  or  any 
of  them,  to  remove,  throw  down,  lower,  impair,  or  in  any 
manner  to  alter  a  mill-dam  erected  by  Adam  Hoops,  Esq.,  in 
the  said  River  Delaware,  between  his  plantation  and  an  island 
in  the  said  river,  nearly  opposite  to  Trenton  ;  or  any  mill- 
dam  erected  by  any  other  person  or  persons  in  the  said  river, 
before  the  passing  of  this  act,  nor  to  obstruct,  or  in  any  man- 
ner to  hinder  the  said  Adam  Hoops,  or  such  other  person  or 
persons,  his  or  their  heirs  and  assigns,  from  maintaining,  rais- 
ing, or  repairing  the  said  dams  respectively,  or  from  taking 
water  out  of  the  said  river  for  the  use  of  the  said  mills  and 
waterworks  erected  as  aforesaid,  and  none  other." 

The  declaration  avers,  that  by  these  acts  of  the  provincial 
legislatures,  the  said  Hoops,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  became  en- 
titled to  the  free  and  uninterrupted  enjoyment  and  privilege 
of  the  River  Delaware  for  the  use  of  the  said  mills,  &c.,  witn- 
out  diminution  or  alteration  by  or  from  the  act  of  said  Prov- 
inces, now  States  of  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey,  or  any 
person  or  persons  claiming  under  them  or  either  of  them. 
Kevertbelesa,  that  the  defendants  erected  a  dam  in  said  river 
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above  plnintiffK'  mills,  and  dug  a  canal  and  diverted  the 
water,  to  the  great  injury,  &c, 

.The  defendauts  aie  a  corporation,  chartered  by  New  Jereey, 
for  the  purpose  of  "  conatructing  a  canal  from  the  waters  of 
the  Delaware  to  those  of  the  Raritan,  and  of  improving  the 
navigation  of  said  rivers."  They  admit  the  construction  of 
the  canal,  and  the  diversion  of  the  waters  of  the  river  for 
that  purpoiie,  but  demur  to  the  declaration,  and  set  forth  a^ 
causes  of  demurrer — 

"  That  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  then  Province  of 
•Ml  'Pennsylvania,  passed  March  ninth,  in  the  year  of  our 
J  Lord  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  seventy-one, 
and  the  act  of  the  then  Province  of  New  Jersey,  passed 
December  twenty-hr&t,  in  the  year  of  our  Loi'd  one  thouatuid 
seven  hundred  and  seventy-one,  as  set  forth  in  said  amended 
fifth  count,  do  not  vest  in  the  said  Adam  Hoops,  or  in  his 
heirs  or  assigns,  the  right  and  privilege  to  the  use  of  the 
water  of  the  River  Delaware  without  diminution  or  altera- 
tion, by  or  from  the  act  of  the  then  Province,  now  State,  of 
Pennsylvania,  or  of  the  then  Province,  now  State,  of  New 
Jersey,  or  of  any  person  or  persons  claiming  under  either  of 
them,  or  of  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  as  averred  in 
the  said  amended  fifth  count  of  the  said  declaration.  And 
also,  for  that  it  does  not  appear,  from  the  said  amended  fifth 
count,  that  the  same  Georee  Rundle  and  William  Griffiths 
are  entitled  to  the  right  and  privilege  to  the  use  of  the  water 
of  the  River  Delaware,  in  manner  and  form  as  they  have 
averred  in  the  said  amended  fifth  count  of  their  declaration. 

"  And  also  that,  as  it  appears  from  the  said  amended  fifth 
count,  that  the  said  River  Delaware  is  a  common  highway 
and  public  navigable  river,  over  which  the  States  of  Penn- 
sylvania and  New  Jersey  have  concurrent  jurisdiction,  and  a 
boundary  of  said  States,  these  defendants  insist  that  the  leg* 
islative  acts  of  the  then  Province  of  Pennsylvania  and  New 
Jersey,  passed  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  seventeen  hundred 
and  seventy-one,  as  set  forth  in  the  said  amended  fifth  count, 
were  intended  to  declare  the  said  River  Delaware  a  common 
highway,  and  for  improving  the  navigation  thereof,  and  that 
the  provision  therein  contained,  as  to  the  mill-dam  erected  by 
Adam  Hoops,  in  the  said  River  Delaware,  did  not  and  does 
not  amount  to  a  grant  or  conveyance  of  water  power  to  the 
sud  Adam  Hoops,  his  lieirs  or  assigns,  or  to  a  surrender  of 
the  publia  right  in  the  waters  of  the  said  river,  but  to  a  per- 
mission only  to  obstruct  the  waters  of  the  said  river  by  the 
said  dam,  without  being  subjected  to  the  penalties  of  nni- 
sauce  ;  that  the  right  of  the  said  Adam  Hoops  was,  and  thai 
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of  hiB  SBsigas  is,  subordinate  to  the  public  right  at  the  pleas- 
ore  of  the  legislature  of  PenDsylvaiiia  and  Mew  Jersey,  or 
either  of  them." 

On  this  demurrer  the  court  below  gave  judgment  for  the 
defendants,  which  h  now  alleged  as  error. 

It  ifi-evideut,  that  the  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  rights  as  n 
riparian  owner,  and  the  question  whethei*  this  proviso  oper- 
ates as  the  grant  of  a  usufruot  of  the  wat«rs  of  the  river,  or 
-only  as  a  Ucense  or  toleration  of  a  nuisance,  liable  to  revoca- 
tion or  suboi-dinate  to  the  paramount  public  right,  must 
depend  on  the  laws  and  customs  of  Pennsylvania,  as  ex- 
pounded by  her  own  courts.  It  will  be  proper,  therefore,  to 
give  a  brief  sketch  of  *the  public  history  of  the  river  p.n^ 
and  the  legislative  action  connected  with  it,  as  also  of  >- 
the  principles  of  law  affecting  aquatic  rights,  as  developed 
and  established  by  the  courts  of  that  State. 

The  Kiver  Delaware  is  the  well  known  boundary  between 
the  States  of  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey.  Below  tide 
water,  the  river,  its  soil  and  islands,  formerly  belonged  to  the 
crown  i  above  tide  water,  it  was  vested  in  the  proprietaries 
of  the  coterminous  provinces — each  holding  ad  medium  JUum 
aqua.  Since  the  Revolution,  the  States  have  succeeded  to 
the  public  rights  both  of  the  crown  and  proprietaries.  Im- 
mediately after  the  Revolution,  these  States  entered  into  the 
compact  of  178S,  declaring  the  Delaware  a  common  highway 
for  the  use  of  both,  and  ascertaining  their  respective  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  same.  For  thirty  years  after  this  compact,  they 
appear  to  have  enjoyed  their  common  property  without  dis- 
pute or  collision.  When  the  legislature  of  either  State  passed 
au  act  affecting  it,  they  requested  and  obtained  the  concur- 
rence and  consent  of  the  other.  Their  first  dispute  was 
caused  by  an  act  of  New  Jersey,  passed  February  4, 1815, 
authorizing  Coxe  and  others  to  erect  a  wing  dam,  and  divert 
the  water  for  the  purpose  of  mills  and  other  machinery. 
The  consent  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  was  not  requested; 
it  therefore  called  forth  a  protest  &om  the  legislature  of  that 
State.  This  was  followed  by  further  remonstrance  in  the 
following  year.  A  proposition  was  made  to  submit  the  ques- 
tion of  their  respective  rights  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  which  was  rejected  by  New  Jersey.  After 
numerous  messages  and  remonstrances  between  the  governors 
and  legislatures,  commissioners  were  matually  appointed  to 
compromise  the  disputes.  But  they  failed  to  bring  the  mat- 
ter to  an  amicable  conclusion.  The  dispnt«  was  never  set- 
tled, and  the  wing  dam  remained  in  the  nver. 

In  1824,  New  Jersey  passed  the  first  act  for  the  incorpora- 
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tion  of  the  Delaware  and  Raritan  Canal  Company,  for  which 
the  cotnpaiiy  gave  a  boQua  of  ilOO,000.  This  act  requires 
the  consent  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania;  and  on  application 
being  made  to  her  legislature,  she  clogged  her  consent  with 
80  many  conditions,  3iat  New  Jei-sey  refused  to  accept  her 
terms,  returned  the  bonus  to  the  company ;  and  so  the  matter 
ended  for  that  time. 

Both  parties  then  appointed  commissioners  to  effect,  if  pos- 
sible, some  compact  or  arrangement  bv  which  each  State 
should  be  authorized  to  divert  so  much  water  as  would  be 
necessary  for  these  contemplated  canals.  After  protracted 
negotiations,  these  commissionei'S  finally  (in  1834)  agreed 
upon  terms,  but  the  compact  proposed  by  them  was  never 
ratified  by  either  party. 

(Qll        *In  the  mean  time,  each  State  appropriated  to  itself 
J     as  much  of  the  waters  of  the  river  as  suited  its  pur- 

E)8e.  In  1827  and  1828,  Pennsylvania  diverted  the  River 
ehigb,  a  confluent  of  the  Delaware,  and  afterwards,  finding 
that  stream  insufficient,  took  additional  feeders  for  her  canaH 
out  of  the  main  stream  of  the  Delaware.  On  the  4th  Feb- 
ruary, 1880,  the  legislature  of  New  Jersey  passed  the  act 
under  which  the  defendants  were  incorporated,  and  in  pur- 
suance of  which,  they  have  constructed  the  dam  and  feeder, 
the  subject  of  the  present  suit. 

The  canals  in  both  States,  supplied  by  the  river,  are  inti- 
mately  and  extensively  connected  with  their  trade,  revenues, 
and  general  property — while  the  navigation  of  the  river  above 
tide  water,  and  the  rapids  at  Trenton  is  of  comparatively 
bifling  importance,  beine  used  only  at  times  of  the  spring 
freshets,  for  floating  timber  down  the  stream,  when  the  arti^ 
cial  diversions  do  not  affect  the  navigation.  The  practical 
benefits  resulting  to  both  parties,  from  their  great  public  im- 
provements, appear  to  have  convinced  them  that  further 
negotiations,  complaints,  or  remonstrances,  would  be  useless 
and  unreasonable ;  and  thus,  by  mutual  acquiescence  and 
tacit  consent,  thn  necessity  of  a  more  formal  compact  has  been 
superseded. 

The  law  of  Pennsylvania,  by  which  the  title  and  rights  of 
the  plaintiffs  must  be  tested,  differs  materially  from  that  of 
England,  and  most  of  the  other  States  of  the  Union.  As 
regards  her  large  fresh-water  rivers,  she  has  adopted  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  civil  law.  In  the  case  of  Carson  v.  Blazer,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  that  State  decided,  that  the  large  rivers, 
such  as  the  Susquehanna  and  Delaware,  were  never  deemed 
subject  to  the  doctrines  of  the  common  law  of  England, 
applicable  to  fresh-water  streams,  but  that  they  are  to  be 
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treated  as  navigable  rivers  ;  that  the  grants  of  William  Penn, 
the  proprietary,  never  extended  beyond  the  margin  of  the 
river,  which  belonged  to  the  public,  and  that  the  riparian 
owners  have  therefore  no  exclusive  rights  to  the  soil  or  water 
of  such  rivers  ad  JUum  medium  aqute. 

In  iSkrunk  v.  The  Schuylkill  Navigation  Company,  the  same 
court  repeat  the  same  doctrine  ;  and  Chief  Justice  Tilghman, 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  observes :  "  Care  seems 
to  have  been  taken,  from  the  beginning,  to  preserve  the  waters 
of  these  rivers  for  public  uses,  both  of  fishery  and  navigation ; 
and  the  wisdom  of  that  policy  is  now  more  striking  than  ever, 
from  the  great  impi-uveinenta  in  navigation,  and  others  in  con- 
templation, to  effect  which,  it  is  necessary  to  obstruct  the 
flow  of  the  water,  in  some  places,  and  in  others  to  divert  its 
course.  It  is  true  that  the  State  would  have  had  a  right  to 
do  these  things  for  the  public  benefit,  even  if  the  rivers  had 
been  private  property ;  but  then,  compensation  must  have 
been  made  to  the  'owners,  the  amount  of  which  might  i-^Qn 
have  been  so  enormous  as  to  have  frustrated,  or  at  ^ 
least  checked  these  noble  undertakings." 

In  the  case  of  The  Monongahela  Navigation  Company  v. 
Cootu,  the  defendant  had  erected  his  mill  under  a  license 
given  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  (in  1803}  to  riparian  owners 
to  erect  dams  of  a  particular  structure,  "  provided  they  did 
not  impede  the  navigation,"  &g.  The  Monongahela  Naviga- 
tion Company,  in  pursuance  of  a  charter  granted  them  by  the 
State,  had  erected  a  dam  in  the  Monongahela,  which  flowed 
back  the  water  on  the  plaintiff's  niitl,  in  the  Youghiogauy, 
and  greatly  injured  it.  And  it  was  adjudged  by  me  court, 
that  the  company  were  not  liable  for  the  consequential  injury 
thus  inflicted.  The  court,  speaking  of  the  rights  of  plaintiff, 
consequent  on  the  license  granted  by  the  act,  (of  1803,) 
observe  :  "  That  statute  gave  riparian  owners  liberty  to  erect 
dams  of  a  particular  structure,  on  navigable  streams,  without 
being  indictable  for  a  nuisance,  and  their  exercise  of  It  was, 
consequently,  to  be  attended  with  expense  and  labor.  But 
was  this  liberty  to  be  perpetual,  and  forever  tie  up  the  power 
of  the  State  ?  Or,  is  not  the  contrary  to  be  inferred,  from 
the  nature  of  the  license  ?  So  far  was  the  legislature  from 
seeming  to  abate  one  jot  of  the  State's  control,  that  it 
barely  agreed  not  to  prefer  an  indictment  for  a  nuisance, 
except  on  the  report  of  viewers  to  the  Quarter  Sessions. 
But  the  remission  of  a  penalty  is  not  a  charter,  and  the 
alleged  grant  was  nothing  more  than  a  mitigation  of  the 
penal  law." 

The  case  of  ITie   Suaquehanna  Canal  Company  v.  Wrlffht, 
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coofirms  bbe  preoediDg  views,  and  decides,  "that  the  State  is 
never  presumed  to  have  parted  with  one  of  its  franchises  in 
the  absence  of  conclusive  proof  of  such  an  intention.  Hence 
a  license,  accorded  by  a  public  law  to  a  riparian  owner,  to 
erect  a  dam  on  the  Susquehanna  River,  and  conduct  the 
water  upon  his  land  for  bis  own  private  purposes,  is  subject 
to  any  future  provision  which  tne  State  may  make  with 
regard  to  the  navigation  of  the  river.  And  if  the  State 
authorize  a  conipauy  to  construct  a  canal  which  impairs  the 
rights  of  such  riparian  owner,  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
dam^es  from  the  company.  In  that  case,  Wright  had 
erected  valuable  mills,  under  a  license  granted  to  him  by  the 
legislature ;  but  the  court  say, — '*  He  was  bound  to  kuow 
that  the  State  had  power  to  revoke  its  license  whenever  the 
paramount  interests  of  the  public  should  require  it.  And,  in 
this  respect,  a  grant  by  a  public  agent  of  limited  powers,  and 
bound  not  to  throw  away  the  interests  confided  to  it,  is 
different  from  a  grant  by  an  individual  who  is  master  of  the 
subject.  To  revoke  the  latter,  after  an  expenditure  in  the 
prosecution  of  it,  would  be  a  fraud.  But  ne  who  accepts  a 
♦9*11  *l'08°s^  ^1"°™  '^6  legislature,  knowing  that  he  is  deal- 
J  ing  with  an  agent  bound  by  duty  not  to  impair  public 
rights,  does  so  at  his  risk ;  and  a  voluntary  expenditure  on 
the  foot  of  it,  gives  him  no  claim  to  compensation." 

The  principles  asserted  and  established  bv  these  cases,  are, 
perhaps,  somewliat  peculiar,  but,  as  they  affect  rights  to  real 
property  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  they  must  be  treated 
as  binding  precedents  in  this  court.  It  is  clear,  also,  from  the 
application  of  these  principles  to  the  construction  of  tlie  pi"o- 
visD  under  consideration,  that  it  cannot  be  construed  as  a 
grant  of  the  waters  of  a  public  river  for  private  use,  or  a  fee- 
simple  estate  in  the  usufruct  of  them,  "  without  diminution 
or  (dteration."  It  contains  no  direct  words  of  grant,  which 
would  operate  by  way  of  estoppel  upon  the  grantor.  The 
dam  of  Adam  Hoops  was  a  nuisance  when  it  was  made ;  but, 
as  it  did  little  injury  to  the  navigation,  the  commissioners, 
who  were  commanded  to  prostrate  other  nuisances,  were  en- 
joined to  tolentte  this.  The  mills  of  Hoops  had  not  been 
erected  on  the  faith  of  a  legislative  license,  as  in  the  cases  we 
have  quoted,  and  a  total  revocation  of  it  would  not  be 
ohai^eable  with  the  apparent  hardship  and  injustice  which 
might  be  imputed  to  it  in  those  cases.  His  dam  continues  to 
be  tolerated,  and  the  license  of  diverting  the  water  to  his 
mills  is  still  enjoyed,  subject  to  occasional  diminution  from 
the  exercise  of  the  superior  right  of  the  sovereign.  His  in- 
terest in  the  water  may  be  a:tid  to  resemble  a  right  of  com- 
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moQ,  which  by  custom  iB  subservient  to  the  right  of  the  lord 
of  the  soil;  80  that  the  lord  may  dig  clay-pits,  or  empower 
others  to  do  bo,  without  leavi^  sufficient  herbage  on  the 
common.     Bateton  v.  Green,  5  T.  R,,  411. 

Nor  can  the  plaintiff  claim  by  prescription  against  the  pub- 
lic for  more  than  the  act  confers  on  him,  which  is  at  beat 
impunity  for  a,  nuisance.  His  license,  or  rather  toleration, 
gives  him  a  good  title  to  keep  up  bis  dam  and  use  the  waters 
of  the  river,  as  gainst  every  one  but  the  sovereign,  and  those 
diverting  them  by  public  authority,  for  public  uses. 

It  is  true,  that  the  plaintiffs  declaration  in  this  case, 
alleges,  that  the  waters  diverted  by  defendants'  dam  and 
canal  are  used  for  the  purpose  of  mills,  and  for  private  emol- 
ument. But  as  it  is  not  alleged,  or  pretended,  that  defend- 
ants have  taken  more  water  than  was  necessary  for  the  canal, 
or  have  constructed  a  canal  of  greater  dimensions  than  they 
were  authorized  and  obliged  by  the  charter  to  make,  this  sec- 
ondary use  must  be  considered  as  merely  incidental  to  the 
main  object  of  their  charter.  We  do  not,  therefore,  consider 
the  question  before  ub,  whether  the  plaintiff  might  not  re- 
cover damages  gainst  an  individual,  or  private  corporation, 
diverting  the  water  of  this  river  "to  their  injury,  for  p,Q, 
the  purpose  of  private  emolument  only,  witli  oi  with-  ^ 
out  license,  or  authority  of  either  of  its  sovereign  owners. 
The  case  before  us  requires  us  only  to  decide,  that  by  the 
laws  of  Pennsylvania,  the  River  Delaware  is  a  public,  navi- 
gable river,  held  by  its  joint  sovereigns,  in  trust,  for  the  pub- 
lic ;  that  riparian  owners  of  land  have  no  title  to  the  river,  or 
any  right  to  divert  its  waters,  unless  by  license  from  the 
State.  That  such  license  is  revocable,  and  m  subjection  to 
the  superior  right  of  the  State,  to  divert  the  water  for  public 
improvements. 

ft  follows,  necessarily,  from  these  conclusions,  that,  whether 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania  claim  the  whole  river,  or  acknowl- 
edge the  State  of  New  Jersey,  as  tenant  in  common,  and  pos- 
sessing equal  rights  with  herself;  and  whether  either  State, 
without  consent  of  the  other,  has  or  has  not,  a  right  to  divert 
the  stream,  it  will  not  alter  or  enlai-ge  the  plaintiffs  rights. 
Being  a  mere  tenant  at  sufferance  to  both,  as  regards  the 
usufruct  of  the  water,  he  is  not  in  a  condition  to  question  the 
relative  rights  of  his  superiors.  If  Pennsylvania  chooses  to 
acquiesce  in  this  partition  of  the  waters,  for  great  public  im- 
provements, or  is  estopped  to  complain  by  her  own  acts,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  complain,  or  call  upon  ^is  court  to  dedde 
quesrioDs  between  the  two  States,  which  neither  of  them  sees 
nt  to  raise.    By  the  law  of  his  own  State,  the  plaintiff  has  no 
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remedy  against  a  corporation  authorized  to  take  the  whole 
river  for  tiie  purpose  of  canals  or  improving  the  navigation  ; 
and  his  tenure  and  rights  are  the  same  as  regards  both  the 
States. 

With  these  vie^vs,  it  will  he  unnecessary  to  inquire  whether 
the  compact  of  1783,  between  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey, 
operated  as  a  revocation  of  the  license  or  tolei'ation  implied 
from  the  proviso  of  the  colonial  acts  of  1771,  as  that  question 
can  arise  only  in  case  the  plaintlfEs'  dam  be  indicted  as  a  pub- 
lic nuisance. 

Nor  is  it  necessary  to  pass  any  opinion  on  the  question  of 
the  respective  rights  of  either  of  these  co-terminous  States  to 
whom  this  river  belongs,  to  divert  its  waters,  without  the 
consent  of  the  other. 

The  question  raised  is  not  without  its  difficulties;  but 
being  bound  to  resolve  it  by  the  peculiar  laws  of  Pennsylva- 
nia, as  interpreted  by  her  own  coui-ta,  we  cannot  say  that  the 
court  below  has  erred  in  its  exposition  of  them,  and  therefore 
af£rm  the  judgment. 

Mr.  Justice  McLE AN  and  Mr.  Justice  DA  NIEL  dissented. 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON  gave  a  separate  opinion ;  and  Mr. 
Justice  CURTIS  dissented  from  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
on  the  merits,  but  not  from  its  entertuning  jurisdiction. 

•Q^T  "The  following  are  the  opinions  of  Mr.  Justice 
^^J     CATRON  and  Mi-.  Justice  DANIEL. 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON. 

My  opinion  la,  and  long  has  been,  that  the  mayor  and 
aldermen  of  a  city  corporation,  or  the  pi-estdent  and  directors 
of  a  bank,  or  the  president  and  directors  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany, (and  of  other  similar  corporations,)  are  the  true  parties 
that  sue  and  are  sued  as  trustees  and  representatives  of  the 
constantly  changing  stockholders.  These  are  not  known  to 
the  public,  and  not  suable  in  practice,  by  service  of  personal 
notice  on  them  respectively,  such  as  the  laws  of  tbe  United 
States  require.  If  the  president  and  direetoi-s  are  citizens  of 
the  State  where  the  corporation  was  created,  and  tbe  other 
party  to  the  suit  is  a  citizen  of  a  different  State,  or  a  subject 
or  citizen  of  a  foreign  government,  then  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  can  exercise  jurisdiction  under  the  third  article 
of  the  Constitution.  In  this  sense  I  understood  LetaorCi 
ease,  and  assented  to  it  when  the  decision  was  made ;  and  so 
it  is  understood  now. 

If  all  the  real  defendants  are  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  because  some  of  the  directors  reside  beyond  it,  then 
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the  act  of  February  28, 1843,  allows  the  suit  to  proceed,  re- 
gardless of  this  fact,  for  the  reasons  stated  in  LeUori's  cage, 
2  How.,  597. 

If  the  United  States  courts  could  be  ousted  of  jurisdiction, 
and  citizens  of  other  States  and  subjects  of  foreign  countries 
be  forced  into  the  State  courts,  without  the  power  of  election, 
they  would  often  be  deprived,  in  great  cases,  of  all  benefit 
contemplated  by  the  Constitution ;  and,  in  many  cases,  be 
compelled  to  submit  their  rights  to  judges  and  juries  who  are 
inhabitants  of  the  cities  where  the  suit  must  be  tried,  and  to 
contend  with  powerful  corporations,  in  local  courts,  where 
the  chances  of  impartial  justice  would  be  greatly  against 
them ;  and  where  no  prudent  man  would  engage  with  such 
an  antagonist,  if  he  could  help  it.  State  laws,  by  combining 
large  masses  of  men  under  a  corporate  name,  cannot  repeal 
the  Constitution ;  all  corporations  must  have  trustees  and 
representatives,  who  are  usually  citizens  of  the  State  where 
the  corporation  is  created;  and  these  citizens  can  be  sued, 
and  the  corporate  property  charged  by  the  suit ;  nor  can  the 
courts  allow  the  constitutional  security  to  be  evaded  by  un- 
necessary refinements,  without  inflicting  a  deep  injury  on  tha 
institutions  of  the  country.^ 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  court,  just  announced  in  this  cause,  I 
am  unable  to  concur. 

Were  the  relative  rights  and  interests  of  the  parties  to  this 
•controversy  believed  to  be  regularly  before  this  court,  j-,Qg 
I  should  have  coincided  in  the  conclusions  of  the  '- 
majority;  for  the  reason,  that  all  that  is  disclosed  by  the 
record,  either  of  the  traditions  or  the  legislation  of  the  States 
of  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey,  shows  an  equal  right  or 
claim  on  the  part  of  either  of  those  States  to  the  River  Dela- 
ware, and  to  the  uses  to  which  the  waters  of  that  river  might 
be  applied.  From  such  an  equality  in  each  of  those  States, 
it  would  seem  regularly  to  follow,  that  no  use  or  enjoyment 
of  the  waters  of  that  river  could  be  invested  in  the  grantees 
of  one  of  them,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  Uke  use  and  enjoy- 
ment by  the  grantees  of  the  other.  The  permission,  there- 
fore, &om  Pennsylvania  to  Adam  Hoops,  or  his  assignees,  to 
apply  the  waters  of  the  Delaware  in  the  working  of  his  mill, 
whatever  estate  or  interest  It  might  invest  in  such  grantee, 
as  gainst  Pennsylvania,  could  never  deprive  the  State  of 
<New  Jersey  of  her  equal  privilege  of  applying  the  waters  of 
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the  same  river,  either  tUreotly,  in  her  corporate  capacity,  or 
through  her  grantee,  the  Delaware  and  Raritan  Canal  Com- 
pany. My  disagreement  with  my  brethren  in  this  case  has 
its  louudatiou  in  a  reason  wholly  disooniiected  with  the  merits 
of  the  parties.  It  is  deducible  from  my  conviction  of  the 
absence  of  authority,  either  here  or  in  the  Circuit  Court,  to 
adjudicate  this  oause ;  and  that  it  should  therefore  have  been 
remanded,  with  directions  for  its  dismission,  for  want  of 
jurisdiction. 

The  record  discloses  the  fact,  that  the  party  deCendant  in 
the  Circuit  Court,  and  the  appellee  before  this  court,  is  a 
corporation,  styled  in  the  declaration,  "a  corporation  created 
by  the  State  of  New  JeiBey."  It  is  important  that  the  style 
and  cimracter  of  this  party  litigant,  as  well  as  the  source  and 
manner  of  its  existence,  be  borne  in  mind,  as  both  are  deemed 
material  in  consideiing  the  question  of  the  jurisdictiou  of  this 
court,  and  of  the  Circuit  Court.  It  is  important,  too,  to  be 
remembered,  that  the  question  here  raised  stands  wholly  un- 
affected by  any  legislation,  competent  or  iacompetent,  which 
may  liave  been  attempted  in  the  organization  of  the  courts  of 
the  United  States;  but  depends  exclusively  upon  the  oon- 
striiction  of  the  2d  section  of  the  8d  article  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, which  defines  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States; 
Jirst,  with  respect  to  the  subjects  embraced  within  tiiat 
power;  and,  secondly,  with  respect  to  those  whose  character 
may  give  them  access,  as  parties,  to  the  courts  of  the  United 
States.  In  the  second  branch  of  this  definition,  we  find  the 
following  enumeration,  as  descriptive  of  those  whose  po«tioD, 
as  parties,  will  authorize  their  pleading  or  being  impleaded  in 
those  courts ;  and  this  position  is  limited  to  "  controversies  to 
*j)71  ^'i'^^  ^^  United  States  are  a  party;  'controversies 
J  between  two  or  more  States, — between  citizens  of 
different  States, — between  citizens  of  the  same  State,  claim- 
ing lands  under  granta  of  different  States, — and  between  l^e 
oitizens  of  a  State  and  foreign  citizens  or  subjects." 

Now,  it  has  not  been,  and  will  not  be,  pretended,  that  t^is 
corporation  can,  in  any  sense,  be  identified  with  the  United 
States,  or  is  endowed  with  the  privileges  of  the  latter ;  or  if 
it  could  be,  it  would  clearly  be  exempted  &om  all  liability  to 
be  sued  in  the  Federal  courts.  Nor  is  it  pretended,  that  this 
corporation  is  a  State  of  this  Union ;  nor,  being  created  by, 
and  situated  within,  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  can  it  be  held 
to  be  tlie  citizen  or  subject  of  a  foreign  State.  It  must  be, 
then,  under  that  part  of  the  enumeration  in  the  article  quoted, 
which  gives  to  the  courts  of  the  United  States  jurisdiction  in 
oontroversies  between  citizens  uf  ditTerent  States,  that  either 
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the  Circuit  Court  or  this  court  can  take  cognizance  of  tlie 
corporation  as  a  party  ;  and  this  ia,  in  trutli,  the  sole  founda- 
tion on  which  that  cognizance  has  been  assumed,  or  is  at- 
tempted to  be  maintained.  The  proposition,  then,  on  which 
the  authority  of  the  Circuit  Court  and  of  this  trihunal  is 
based,  is  this :  The  Delaware  and  Raritan  Canal  Company  is 
either  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  or  it  is  a  citizen  of  the 
State  of  New  Jersey.  This  proposition,  startling  as  its  terms 
may  appear,  either  to  the  legal  or  political  apprehension,  is 
undeniably  the  basis  of  the  jurisdiction  asserted  in  this  case, 
and  in  all  others  of  a  similar  character,  and  must  be  estab- 
lished, or  that  jurisdiction  wholly  fails.  Let  this  proposition 
be  examined  a  little  more  closely. 

The  term  citizen  will  he  found  rarely  occurring  in  the 
writers  upon  English  law ;  those  writers  almost  universally 
adopting,  as  descriptive  of  those  possessing  rights  or  sustain- 
ing obhgations,  political  or  social,  the  term  subject,  as  more 
suited  to  their  peculiar  local  institutions.  But,  in  the  writers 
of  other  nations,  and  under  systems  of  polity  deemed  less 
liberal  than  that  of  England,  we  find  the  t«rm  citizen  famil- 
iarly reviving,  and  the  character  and  the  rights  and  duties 
that  tenn  implies,  particularly  defined.  Thus,  Vattel,  in  his 
4th  book,  baa  a  chapter,  (cap.  6th,)  the  title  of  which  is : 
"  The  concern  a  nation  may  have  in  the  actions  of  her  cttir 
zens."  A  few  words  from  the  text  of  that  chapter  will  show 
the  apprehension  of  this  author  in  relation  to  this  term. 
"  Private  persons,"  says  he,  '^  who  are  members  of  one  nation, 
may  offend  and  ill-treat  the  citizens  of  another ;  it  remains 
for  us  to  examine  what  share  a  state  may  have  in  the  actions 
of  her  citizens,  and  what  are  the  rights  and  obligations  of 
sovereigns  in  that  respect."  And  again ;  "  Whoever  uses  a 
citizen  ill,  indirectly, offends  the  state,  which  is  bound  to  pro- 
tect this  citizen."  The  meaning  <jf  the  term  'citizen  r»Qo 
or  fubjeet,  in  the  apprehension  of  English  jurists,  as  *- 
indicating  persons  in  their  natural  character,  in  contradis- 
tinction to  artificial  or  fictitious  persons  created  by  law,  is 
further  elucidated  by  those  jurists,  in  their  treatises  upon  the 
origin  and  capacities  and  objects  of  those  artificial  persons 
designated  by  the  name  of  corporations.  Thus,  Mr.  Justice 
Blaokstone,  in  the  18th  chapter  of  his  1st  volume,  holds  this 
langu^e :  "We  have  hitherto  considered  persons  in  their  nat- 
ural capacities,  and  have  treated  of  their  rights  and  duties. 
But,  as  all  personal  rights  die  with  the  person ;  and,  as  the 
necessary  forms  of  investing  a  series  of  individuals,  one  after 
another,  with  the  same  identical  rights,  would  be  inconvenient, 
if  not  impraotioable ;  it  has  been  found  necessary,  when  it  is 
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for  the  advantage  of  the  public  to  have  any  particular  rights 
kept  on  foot  and  continued,  to  constitute  artiticial  persons, 
who  maintain  a  perpetual  succession,  and  enjoy  a  kind  of 
legal  immortality.  These  artilicial  persons  are  called  corpo- 
rations" 

This  same  distiDguished  writer,  in  the  first  book  of  his  Com- 
mentaries, p.  123,  says,  '^  The  rights  of  persons  are  such  as 
concern  and  are  annexed  to  the  persons  of  men,  and  when  the 
person  to  whom  they  are  due  is  regarded,  are  called  simply 
rights ;  but  when  we  consider  the  person  from  whom  tney 
are  due,  they  are  then  denominated,  duties."  And  again, 
cap.  10th  of  the  same  book,  treating  of  the  People,  he  says, 
"  The  people  are  either  aliens,  that  is,  born  out  of  the  domin- 
ions or  allegiance  of  the  crown ;  or  natives,  that  is,  such  as 
are  born  within  it."  Under  our  own  systems  of  polity,  the 
term,  citizen,  implying  the  same  or  similar  relations  to  the 
government  and  to  society  which  appertain  to  the  term,  sub- 
ject, in  England,  is  familiar  to  all.  Under  either  system,  the 
term  used  is  designed  to  apply  to  man  in  his  individual  char- 
acter, and  to  his  natural  capacities  ;  to  a  being,  or  agent,  pos- 
sessing social  and  political  i-ights,  and  sustaining  social,  polit- 
ical, and  moral  obligations.  It  is  in  this  acceptation  only, 
therefore,  that  the  term  citizen  in  the  article  of  the  Consti- 
tution, can  be  received  and  understood.  When  distributing 
the  judicial  power,  that  ai'ticle  extends  it  to  controversies 
between  citizens  of  different  States.  This  must  mean  the 
natural  physical  beings  composing  those  separate  communi- 
ties, and  can,  by  no  violence  of  interpretation,  be  made  to 
signify  artificial,  incorporeal,  theoretical,  and  invisible  crea- 
tions. A  corporation,  therefore,  being  not  a  natural  person, 
but  a  mere  creature  of  the  mind,  invisible  and  intangible, 
cannot  be  a  citizen  of  a  State,  or  of  the  United  States,  and 
cannot  fall  within  the  terms  or  the  power  of  the  above-men- 
tioned article,  and  can  therefore  neither  plead  nor  be  im- 
pleaded in  the  courts  of  the  United  States.  Against  this 
*QQn  position  it  may  be  ui^ed,  that  the  •converse  thereof 
-'  has  been  ruled  by  this  court,  and  that  this  matter  is 
no  longer  open  for  question.  In  answer  to  such  an  argument, 
I  would  reply,  that  this  is  a  matter  involving  a  construction 
of  the  Constitution,  and  that  wherever  the  construction  or 
the  integrity  of  that  sacred  instrument  is  involved,  I  can  hold 
myself  trammelled  by  no  precedent  or  number  of  precedents. 
That  instrument  is  above  all  precedents ;  and  its  integrity 
every  one  is  bound  to  vindicate  against  any  number  oipre- 
cedents,  if  believed  to  trench  upon  its  supremacy.  Let  us 
examine  into  what  this  court  has  propounded  in  reference  to 
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its  juriBdiction  in  cases  id  which  corporatioiis  have  been  par- 
ties ;  and  endeavor  to  ascertain  the  influence  that  may  be 
claimed  for  what  they  have  heretofore  ruled  in  support  of 
such  jurisdiction.  The  first  instance  in  which  this  question 
was  brought  directly  before  tliia  court,  was  that  of  the  Bank 
of  the  United  Utates  v.  Deveaux,  5  Cranch,  61.  An  examina- 
tion of  this  case  will  present  a  striking  instance  of  the  error 
into  which  the  strongest  minds  may  lie  led,  whenever  they 
shall  depart  from  the  plain,  common  acceptation  of  terms,  or 
from  well  ascertained  tioiths,  for  the  attainment  of  conclusions, 
which  the  subtlest  ingenuity  is  incompetent  to  sustain.  This 
criticism  upon  the  decision  in  the"  case  of  the  Bank  v.  Deveaux, 
way  perhaps  be  shielded  from  the  charge  of  presumptuous- 
uess,  by  a  subsequent  decision  of  this  court,  hereafter  to  be 
mentioned.  In  the  former  case,  the  Bank  of  the  United 
States,  a  corporation  created  by  Congress,  was  the  party 
plaintiff,  and  upon  the  question  of  the  capacity  of  such  a 
party  to  sue  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  this  court 
said,  in  reference  to  that  question,  "  The  jurisdiction  of  this 
court  being  limited,  so  far  as  respects  tie  character  of  the 
parties  in  uiis  particular  case,  to  controversies  l>etwee]i  citi- 
zens of  different  States,  both  parties  must  be  citizens,  to  come 
within  the  description.  That  invisible,  intangible,  and  arti- 
ficial being,  that  mere  legal  entity,  a  coi-poration  aggregate, 
is  certainly  not  a  citizen,  and  consequently  cannot  sue  or  be 
sued  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  unless  the  rights  of 
the  members  in  this  respect  can  be  exercised  in  their  corpo- 
rate 'name.  If  the  corporation  be  considered  as  a  mere  faculty, 
and  not  as  a  company  of  individuals,  who,  in  transacting  their 
business,  may  use  a  legal  name,  they  must  be  excluded  from 
the  courts  of  the  Union."  The  court  having  shown  the  neces- 
sity for  citizenship  in  both  parties,  in  order  to  give  jurisdic- 
tion ;  having  showji  farther,  from  the  nature  of  corporations, 
their  al»olute  incompatibility  with  citizenship,  attempts  some 
qualification  of  these  indisputable  and  clearly  stated  positions, 
which,  if  intelligible  at  all,  mui<t  be  taken  as  wholly  subver- 
sive of  the  positions  so  laid  down.  After  stating  the  requisite 
of  citizenship, and  showing  that  a  "corporation  cannot  r«iAf| 
be  a  citizen,  "  and  consequently  that  it  cannot  sue  or  *- 
he  sued  in  the  courts  of  the  United  Stat«s,"  the  court  goes 
on  to  add,  "  unless  the  rights  of  the  members  can  be  exercised 
in  their  corporate  name."  Now,  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  in 
this  mode  only,  viz.  in  their  corporate  name,  that  the  rights 
of  the  members  can  be  exercised ;  that  it  is  this  which  con- 
stitutes the  character,  and  being,  and  functions  of  a  corpora' 
tion.    If  it  is  meant  beyond  this,  that  each  member,  or  the 
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separate  members,  or  a  portion  of  them,  can  take  to  them- 
selves tlie  character  and  functions  of  the  aggregate  and  merely 
legal  being,  then  the  corporation  would  be  dissolved ;  Its 
uiiity  and  perpetuity,  the  essential  features  of  it^  nature,  and 
the  great  objects  of  its  existence,  would  be  at  an  end.  It 
would  present  the  anomaly  of  a  being  existing  and  not  exist- 
ing at  the  same  time.  This  strange  and  obscure  qualification, 
attempted  by  the  court,  of  the  clear,  legal  principles  pre- 
viously announced  by  them,  forms  the  introduction  to,  and 
apology  for,  the  proceeding,  adopted  by  them,  by  which  they 
undertook  to  adjudicate  upon  the  rights  of  the  corporation, 
through  the  supposed  citizenship  of  the  individuals  interested 
in  that  corporation.  Tliey  assert  the  power  to  look  beyond 
the  corporation,  to  presume  or  to  ascertain  the  residence  of 
the  individuals  composing  It,  and  to  model  their  decision 
upon  that  foundation.  In  other  words,  they  affirm  that  iu 
an  action  at  law,  the  purely  legal  rights,  asserted  by  one  of 
the  parties  upon  the  recoixl,  may  be  maintained  by  showing 
or  presuming  that  these  riglits  are  vested  in  some  other  per- 
son who  is  no  party  to  the  conti-ovei-sy  before  them. 

Thus  stood  the  decision  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States  v. 
Deveaux,  wholly  in-econcilable  with  correct  definition,  and  a 
puzzle  to  professional  apprehension^  until  it  was  encountered 
by  this  court,  in  the  decision  of  the  Louieville  and  Cincinnati 
Railroad  Company  v.  Letson,  reported  in  2  How.,  497.  In 
the  latter  decision,  the  court,  unable  to  untie  the  judicial 
entAnglement  of  the  Bank  and  Deveaux,  seem  to  have  ap- 
plied to  it  the  sword  of  the  conqueror ;  but,  unfortunately, 
in  the  blow  which  they  have  dealt  at  the  ligature  which  per- 
plexed them,  they  have  severed  a  portion  of  the  temple  itBelf. 
They  have  not  only  contravened  all  the  known  definitions  and 
adjudications  with  respect  to  the  nature  of  corporations,  but 
they  have  repudiated  the  doctrines  of  the  civilians  as  to  what 
is  imported  by  the  term  guiyVcf  or  citizen,  and  repealed,  at  the 
same  time,  that  restriction  in  the  Constitution  which  limited 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  to  contro- 
versies between  "  citizens  of  different  States,"  They  have  as- 
serted that,  ^  a  corporation  created  by,  and  transacting  busi- 
ness in  a  State,  is  to  be  deemed  an  inhabitant  of  the  State, 
•1011  ^'^P*^"®  ^^  being  treated  *a3  a  citizen,  for  all  the  pup- 
J  poses  of  suing  and  being  sued,  and  that  an  averment 
of  the  facts  of  its  creation,  and  the  place  of  transacting  its 
business,  is  sufBcient  to  give  the  circuit  courts  jurisdiction." 

The  first  thing  which  strikes  attention,  in  the  position  thus 
affirmed,  is  the  want  of  precision  and  perspicuity  in  its  tenns. 
The  court  a£Brm  that  a  corporation  created  by  and  tranaaot- 
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ing  busineas  within  a  State,  is  to  be  deemed  an  inhabitant 
of  that  Btate.  But  the  article  of  the  Constitution  does  not 
make  iniiabitaocy  a  requisite  of  the  condition  of  suing  or 
being  sued ;  that  requisite  is  citizenship.  Moreover,  although 
cidaenship  iniplies  the  right  of  residence,  the  Intter  by  no 
means  implies  citizenship.  Again,  it  is  said  that  these  cor- 
porations may  be  treated  us  oituens,  for  the  purpose  of  suing 
or  beine  sued.  Even  if  the  distinction  here  attempted  were 
oomptenenaible,  it  would  be  a  sufficient  reply  to  it,  that  the 
Constitution  does  not  provide  that  those  who  may  be  treated 
as  citiaaiw,  may  sue  or  be  sued,  but  that  the  jurisdiction  shall 
be  limited  to  citizens  only  ;  citizens  in  right  and  in  fact.  The 
distinction  attempted  seems  to  be  without  meaning,  for  the 
Constitution  or  the  laws  nowhere  define  such  a  being  as  a 
fOMi  citizen,  to  be  called  bito  existence  for  particular  pur- 

Eoses  ;  a  being  without  any  of  the  attributes  of  citizenship, 
ut  the  one  for  which  he  may  he  t«mporarily  and  arbitrarily 
created,  and  to  be  dismissed  from  existence  the  moment  the 
particular  purposes  of  his  creation  shall  have  been  answered. 
In  a  political,  or  legal  sense,  none  can  be  treated  or  dealt  with 
by  the  government  as  citizens,  but  those  who  are  citizens  in 
reality.  It  would  follow,  then,  by  necessary  induction,  from 
the  argument  of  the  court,  that  as  a  corporation  must  be 
treated  as  a  citizen,  it  must  be  so  treated  to  all  intente  and 
purposes,  because  it  is  a  citizen.  Each  citizen  (if  not  under 
old  governments)  certainly  does,  under  our  system  of  polity, 
possess  the  same  rights  and  faculties,  and  sustain  the  same 
obligations,  political,  social,  and  moral,  which  appertain  to 
each  of  his  fellow-citizens.  As  a  citizen,  then,  of  a  State,  or 
of  the  United  States,  a  corporation  would  be  eligible  to  the 
State  or  Federal  legislatures ;  and  if  created  by  either  the 
State  or  Federal  governments,  might,  as  a  native-born  citi- 
zen, aspire  to  the  office  of  President  of  the  United  States — 
or  to  the  command  of  armies,  or  fleets,  in  which  last  example, 
so  far  as  the  character  of  the  commander  would  form  a  part 
of  it,  we  should  have  the  poetical  romance  of  the  spectre 
ship  realized  in  our  republic.  And  should  this  incorporeal 
and  invisible  commander  not  acquit  himself  in  color  or  in 
conduct,  we  might  see  hiui,  provided  his  arrest  were  practi- 
cable, sent  to  answer  his  delinquencies  before  a  court-martial, 
and  subjected  to  the  [>enalties  *of  the  articles  of  war.  r»-i  na 
Sir  Edward  Coke  has  declared,  that  a  corporation  ^ 
cannot  commit  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime  ;  neither  is  it 
capable  of  BafTering  a  traitor's  or  felon's  punishment ;  for  it 
is  not  liable  to  corporeal  penalties — that  it  can  perform  no 
personal  duties,  for  it  cannot  take  an  oath  for  the  due  execu- 
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tion  of  an  office  ;  neither  can  it  be  arrested  or  committed  to 
prison,  for  its  existence  being  ideal,  no  man  can  arrest  it ; 
neither  can  it  be  excommunicated,  for  it  has  no  bouI.  But 
these  doctrines  of  Lord  Coke  were  founded  upon  an  appre- 
hension of  the  law  now  treated  as  antiquated  and  obsolete. 
His  lordship  did  not  anticipate  an  improvement  by  which  a 
corporation  could  be  transformed  into  a  citizen,  and  by  that 
transformation  be  given  a  physical  existence,  and  endowed 
with  soul  and  body  too.  Tne  incongruities  here  attempted 
to  be  shown  as  necessarily  deducible  &om  the  decisions  of  the 
cases  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States  v.  Deveaux,  and  of  the 
Cincinnati  and  Louisville  Railroad  Company  v.  Letaon,  afford 
some  illustration  of  the  effects  which  must  ever  follow  a  de- 
parture from  the  settled  principles  of  the  law.  These  prin- 
ciples are  always  traceable  to  a  wise  and  deeply  founded 
experience ;  they  are,  therefore,  ever  consentaneous,  and  in 
harmony  with  themselves  and  with  reason ;  and  whenever 
abandonedasguides  to  the  judicial  course,  the  aberration  must 
lead  to  bewildering  uncertainty  and  confusion.  Conducted 
by  these  j»rinciples,  consecrated  both  by  time  and  the  obe- 
dience of  s^es,  I  am  brought  to  the  following  conclusions : 
1st.  That  by  no  sound  or  reasonable  interpretation,  can  a 
corporation,  a  mere  faculty  in  law,  be  transformed  into  a  citi- 
zen, or  treated  as  a  citizen.  2d.  That  the  second  section  of 
the  third  article  of  the  Constitution,  investing  the  courts  of 
the  United  States  with  jurisdiction  in  controversies  between 
citizens  of  different  States,  cannot  be  made  to  embrace  con- 
troversies to  which  corporations  and  not  citizens  are  parties  : 
and  that  the  assumption,  by  those  courts,  of  jurisdiction  in 
such  cases,  must  involve  a  palpable  infraction  of  the  article 
and  section  just  refeiTcd  to.  3d.  That  in  the  cause  before  us, 
the  party  defendant  in  the  Circuit  Court  having  been  a  cor- 
poration ^gregate,  created  by  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  the 
Circuit  Court  could  not  properly  take  cognizance  thereof ; 
and,  therefore,  this  cause  should  be  remanded  to  the  Circuit 
Court,  with  directions  that  it  be  dismissed  for  the  want  of 
jurisdiction. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
•10^1  'l^istrict  of  New  Jersey,  and  was  argued  by  counsel. 
J  On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered 
and  adjudged  by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said 
Circuit  Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
affirmed  with  costs, 
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In  be  Thomas  Kaine,  as  alleged  Fugitive  from 
Great  Britain. 

Under  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  IMS,  between  the  United  States  and 
Great  Britain,  a  warrant  nas  isaued  by  a  commiBsioner,  at  the  instance  of 
the  British  Consul,  for  the  apprehension  of  a  person  who,  it  was  alleged, 
had  committed  an  aisault,  with  intent  to  murder,  in  Ireland.' 

The  person  being  arrested,  the  Commissioner  ordered  him  to  be  committed, 
for  the  purpose  of  abiding  the  order  of  the  President  of  (he  United  Stales.* 

A  habe<u  carfius  was  then  issued  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  (he  United  Stales,  tlie 
District  Judge  presiding,  when,  after  a  hearing,  the  writ  was  diEmissed,  anil 
the  prisoner  remanded  to  custody. 

A  petition  was  then  presenteii  to  the  Circuit  Judge,  at  liis  chambers,  addreeseil 
to  the  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  praying  for  a  writ  of  haitiii  cvrpvi, 
which  was  referred  by  tlie  Circuit  Judge,  after  a  hearing,  to  the  Justices 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  in  bank,  at  tlie  commencement  of  (he  next  term 
thereof. 

At  the  meeting  of  the  court,  a  motion  was  made,  witli  the  papers  and  proceed- 
ings presented  to  the  Circuit  Judge  annexed  to  the  petition,  tor  writs  of 
liabtaa  corpus  and  certiorari  to  bring  up  the  defendant  and  the  record  from 
the  Circuit  Court,  for  (lie  purpose  of  having  the  decision  of  that  court 
examined. 

The  TDOtioD  was  refnsed;  the  writs  prayed  for  denied,  and  the  petition  dis- 

On  the  14th  of  June,  1862,  Anthony  Barclay,  the  Britisli 
Consul  at  New  York,  addressed  to  Samuel  R,  Betts.  Judge 
of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Sontheni 
District  of  New  York,  and  to  any  commissioners  authorized 
to  perform  judicial  duties  in  the  mattei',  a  requisition  and 
complaint.  It  set  forth,  that  it  had  been  represented  to  Mr. 
Barclay,  and  was  believed  by  him,  that  one  'J'homas  Kane,  or 

'  The  demand  would,  more  properly,  Witjand,  Id.,  370;  Re  Foidtr,  18  Id., 

have  been  made  by  [he  British  gov-  430 1  /n  re  Wald.  16  Id..  S34. 

emment,  directly   upon   the   govern.  '  s.c.,3  Blatchf.,  1.  Distihoi^ished 

ment  of  the  United  States.    Ex  partt  Aiiit  explained.     Er  parte  Clartt,  10 

ffei/iron,  12N.  Y.Leg.Obs.,  85;  J/a/-  Otto,  402.    Reviewed.    Ex  partt  Yrr- 

Wr  0/  JUirtt,  7  Abb.  (N.  Y.)  Pr.  n.  s.,  ger,  8  Wall.,  9B-I01.    Relied  oh  ib 

84;  s.  c,  7  Blatchf.,  34.    To  the  con-  di>.  op.  Er  parte  H'elU.  18  How.,  328. 

trary,  see  Re  Bote.  2  Bond,  26B;  Re  Cited.      Ez  j-artr     Vallandigliam,    1 

KelUy,  2  Low.,  339;   Re  Dagan,  Id.,  Wall..  253;   Ei  parte  La«ge.  18  Id., 

867.  1(16;  Et  parte    Virginia,  10  Otto,  341 ; 

»  Where    an    eTtradition     case    is  Il'iatt  v.  Allen,  64  Cal.,  364 ;  State  er 

brought  before  a  United  States  com-  ret  De  Bayi  v.  JudgetS^.,SZLt.  Ana., 

misiioner,  and   legal   and  competent  1282. 

evidence  is  produced  before  him  re-  As  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  8u- 

lating  to  the  charge  against  the  pris-  preme  Court  to  review  the  decision  of 

oner,  it  is  his  judicial  duty  to  Judge  a  circuit  court  by  means  of  the  writ 

of  the  effect  of  the  evidence,  and  no  of  habeai  eorpvs  aided  hy  the  writ  of 

other  judicial  officer  has  any  power  rertiorari,    see    Barry   v.    Mercuri,  6 

to  review  his  action  thereon.   J?*  Van-  How.,  103 ;  Ex  parte  Yrrger.  B  Wall., 

dendpen,  14  Blatchf.,  137 ;  Ex  parte  66  i  Er  parte  Rotdand,  \  U.  S.  Snp. 
Ct  Reporter,  607. 

in 
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Kaine,  or  Catn,  then  of  Cooleen,  in  Trelaiid,  did,  on  or  about 
the  fifth  of  April,  1851,  fii-e  a  pistol  at  one  James  Balfe,  with 
intent  to  murder  him ;  that  a  warrant  to  approliend  him  wa» 
issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peaoe,  but  that  said  Kaine  had 
absconded  and  lied  to  the  United  States.  The  requi)>ition 
further  stated,  that  the  crime  of  which  he  had  been  guilty 
would  have  justified  his  apprehension  and  commitment  if  it 
had  been  committed  within  the  United  States.  It  then  aaked 
that  a  warrant  for  his  apprehension  miglit  be  issued,  to  the 
end  that  the  evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  con- 
sidered ;  and  if,  on  such  hearing,  tlie  evidence  should  be 
deemed  sufhcient,  that  it  should  be  certified  to  the  proper 
executive  authority,  in  order  that  a  warrant  might  iseue  for 
tlie  surrender  of  tiuch  fugitive,  under  the  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  Great  Britain. 

•iftjT      *The  truth  of  this  complaint  was  sworn  to  by  Mr. 
*"'*J  Barclay. 

Kaine  was  arrested  and  brought  before  Joseph  Brit^ham, 
a  Commissioner  of  the  United  States,  at  New  York. 

The  case  was  heard  before  the  Conuiiissiouer.  who  decided, 
on  the  23d  of  June,  that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  in  law 
to  justify  tlie  commitment  of  Kaine,  u^wn  the  charge  of 
assault  with  intent  to  commit  murder;  and  ordered  that  the 
prisoner  should  be  committed,  to  abide  tlie  order  of  ttie 
President  of  the  United  States. 

A  writ  of  habeag  corpus  was  sued  out,  and  allowed  by 
Judge  Betts.  The  writ  was  returnable  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States;  and,  on  the  3d  of  July,  Judge  Betts, 
the  District  Judge,  tiien  sitting  alone  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
decided  that  the  writ  should  be  dismissed  and  the  prisoner 
be  remanded  to  the  custody  of  the  marshal. 

On  the  17th  of  July,  the  Acting  Secretary  of  State  issued 
a  warrant,  directiug  the  marshal  to  deliver  up  Kaine  to  tlie 
British  Consul. 

On  the  22d  of  July,  Kaine  presented  a  petition  to  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Nelson,  at  his  chambers,  praying  for  a  writ  of  habeai 
corpui.  The  petition,  although  handed  to  Mr.  Justice  Nel- 
son, was  addressed  to  the  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  which  was  not  tlien  in  sesBion. 

On  the  3d  of  August,  Mr.  Justice  Nelson  allowed  the  writ, 
and  made  it  returnable  on  the  11th. 

The  marshal,  in  his  return,  stated  the  above  facts,  when, 
on  the  same  day,  Mr.  Justice  Nelson  ordered  as  follows : 

"The  mai-shal  having  made  the  within   return.  Ordered 
that,  in  consequence  of  the  diBicult  and  important  questions 
involved  in  the  case,  it  be  heard  before  all  the  Justices  of  the 
112 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1852. 


Supreme  Court  in  bank,  at  the  commencement  of  the  next 
term  thereof ;  and  thst,  in  the  mean  time,  the  prisoner  remain 
in  the  custody  of  the  said  marshal." 

A  motion  was  made  in  this  court  for  a  certiorari,  to  bring 
up  the  proceedings  of  the  Circuit  Court,  when  holden  by 
Judge  Bette,  wbicn  were  printed,  and  ready  to  be  used  if  the 
wjit  should  be  ordered. 

In  this  condition  of  the  case,  the  court  passed  the  follow- 
ing order. 

On  consideration  of  the  petition  filed  in  this  cause  yester- 
day, and  of  the  arguments  of  counsel  thereupon  had,  as  well 
in  support  of  the  application  as  against  it,  it  is  now  here 
ordered  by  the  court,  that  counsel  have  leave  to  argue  the 
following  questions,  to  wit : 

1.  Has  this  court  jurisdiction  upon  the  case,  as  certified 
by  Judge  Nelson  ? 

*2.  Can  a  certiorari  issue  to  bring  up  the  proceed-  r«inc 
ings  in  the  Circuit  Court?  *■ 

3.  Assuming  the  court  to  have  jurisdiction,  and  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Circuit  Court  to  be  legally  before  this  court, 
is  the  party  entitled  to  be  discharged? 

And  it  is  further  ordered  by  the  court,  that  the  same  be, 
and  hereby  are,  set  down  for  argument  on  the  first  Monday 
of  January  next. 


The  unusual  length  of  the  opinions  delivered  by  the  Judges 
prevents  the  Reporter  from  inserting  the  arguments  of  coun- 
sel, which  he  would  wish  to  do. 

The  case  was  argued  by  3fr.  Butteed  and  Mr.  Brady,  for 
the  petitioner,  no  counsel  appearuig  on  the  other  side. 

As  the  opinions  refer  to  a  particular  part  of  the  proceedings 
and  evidence  below,  it  is  necessary  to  insert  the  following. 

Warrant.     To  John  M.  Biggimon,  Etq.,  Suh-Intpector,  and 
hia  A»gi9tant«,  tkit  to  exeeate. 

CouHTT  OP  Westmeath,  to  mt: 

Whereas,  complaint  on  oath  has  been  made  before  her 
majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  of  and  for  the  said  county  of 
Westmeath,  at  Ballinlober,  on  this  day,  that  one  Thomas 
Kane  did,  at  Cooleei),  in  said  county  of  Westmeath,  on  this 
fifth  day  of  April,  instant,  feloniously  and  maliciously  fire  a 
pistol,  loaded  with  powder  and  lead,  at  one  James  Balfe,  with 
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the  intent  to  murder  him,  and  did  then  and  there  wound  tlie 
aforesaid  James  Balfe : 

These  are,  therefoi'e,  in  her  majesty's  name,  to  charge  and 
command  you,  immediately  on  receipt  thereof,  to  apprehend 
and  bring  before  some  of  her  majesty's  justices  of  the  pence, 
of  and  for  said  county,  the  body  of  the  aforesaid  Thomas 
Kane,  to  answer  the  complaint,  and  to  be  further  dealt  with 
according  to  law. 

Given  under  .my  hand  and  seal,  this  5th  day  of  April,  1851. 

JaS.   FeATHEBSTON,  J.  P.   [SEAL.] 

To  Sub-Constahle  Martin  Meagher  and  his  lawful  aasist- 
ants,  this  warrant  legally  to  execute. 

J.  M.  HiGGINSOK,  Zd  S.  1. 

MoATB,  5th  April,  1851. 
Endeavored  to  execute  same  on  the  11th  and  12th  of  April, 
'51,  at  Livei-pool,  without  effect. 

Martik  Meagher,  A.  C. 

•infll      "Endeavored  to  execute  this  warrant  on  the  night 

J  of  the  29th  instant,  with  J.  M.  Higginson,  Esq.,  S.  I., 

and  party;  did  not  succeed.    Jamks  Gkebn,  Sead  Conntable. 

Do.     do.     on  the  7th  June,  1851.  Moate,  May  30th, '51. 

J.  G.,  S.  C  This  warrant  endeavored 

Endeavored  to  be  executed  ou  the  to  be  executed  on  the 

6th  July,  '61,  by  morning  of  the  16th 

JA8.  Moore,  C.  November,    '51,  with- 

Do.  Oct.  16.    )  J  Q    ff  C"  ""*  effect. 

Do.   do.    28.  J Endeavored  to  execute 

Do.  Nov.  10,  '51.     M.  M.,  A.  0.  this  warrant  on  ThoB. 

Do.  Nov.  25,  '51.     J.  Malon,  S.  0.  Kane,     night    of    the 

Do.  Nov.  29,  '61.    A.  C.  Mbaqhbr  29th   Feb.,  '52,   with- 

and  party.  out  effect. 

M.  COSTIGAN,  Con*t. 

Do.  Dec.  21st.     M.  Costigan,  C.  Endeavored  to  execute 

Do.  do.  27th.  this  warrant,  night  of 

Do.  do.  12th  Jan'y,  '52.  the  13th  March,  '52, 

A.  C.  Meagher  and  party.  without  effect. 

Do.  22d  Feb.,  '52.  By  Sub-Inspr.  M.  Costigam,  Corut. 
and  party. 

Borough  op  Liverpool,  to  wit: 

Whereas,  proof  upon  oath  hath  this  day  been  made  before 
me,  one  of  her  majeHty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  bor- 
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oogh,  that  the  name,  James  Featherston,  to  the  wiDiiii  war- 
rant subscribed,  is  at  the  handwriting  of  the  justice  of  the 
peace  within  mentioned,  I  do  hereby  authorize  Martin  Mea- 
gher, who  bringeth  to  me  this  warrant,  and  all  other  persons 
to  whom  it  was  originally  directed,  or  by  whom  it  may  law- 
fully be  executed,  and  also  all  constables  and  other  peace 
ofGoers  of  the  said  borough  of  Liverpool,  to  execute  the  same 
within  the  said  late  mentioned  borough. 
Given  under  my  hand,  Una  11th  day  of  April,  1861. 

B.  E.  Habvey. 

CoTJBTT  OP  Wbbtmbath^  to  tuit : 

The  information  and  complaint  of  James  Balfe,  of  Shurocl[, 
farmer,  taken  6th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1851, 
before  the  undersigned,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace  in  and  for  said  county  of  Westmeath,  who  saith,  that 
on  this  day,  (the  6th  day  of  April,)  I  was  ploughing  near  that 
part  of  the  land  of  Cooleen,  in  said  county  of  Westmeathi 
which  land  a  man  named  William  Stones  had  lately  been  dis- 
possessed of,  and  about  which  he  had  frequently  threatened 
me,  and  told  me  a  few  days  since  that  I  might  sow  it,  but  that 
I  diould  not  "live  to  reap  it.  Saith,  about  the  hour  r^-iny 
of  12  o'clock  at  noun,  on  said  day,  a  man  named  '- 
Thomas  Cain,  or  Kuiii,  came  up  to  me  when  I  was  ploughing, 
armed  with  a  case  of  pistols.  On  coming  up  to  me  he  said  to 
me,  '  God  save  you  ;  are  you  Peter  Balfe  ?  '  I  said,  don't  you 
know  well  I  am  not,  Tom.  He  then  asked,  is  that  Stones' 
land?  I  s^d  not;  that  it  was  the  other  side  of  the  ditch. 
He  then  asked  me,  was  I  warned  to  have  nothing  to  do  with 
it,  (Stones'  land,)  and  I  said  not,  except  what  I  heard  from 
Stones.  He  then  said  he  came  to  warn  me,  and  asked  had  1 
a  prayer-bnok.  I  said  not.  Well,  I  have  one  myself ;  and  he 
took  DOth  pistols  in  one  hand,  and  took  a  prayer-book  out  of 
his  pocket  and  threw  it  on  the  ground  towards  me.  T  stooped 
to  take  it  up,  and  while  stooping  he  fired  one  of  the  pistols  at 
me ;  and  on  examining  my  person,  I  found  the  mark  of  a  bul- 
let and  twenty-seven  grains  of  shot  in  my  side,  just  under  my 
left  arm.  He  was  so  close  that  the  powder  discolored  my 
coat,  and  some  of  the  said  shot  marks  was  on  my  left  arm. 
I  then  jumped  up  and  ran  away,  and  he  followed  me  some 
distance ;  he  then  turned  back  towards  the  horses,  and  I  went 
into  John  Mularner's  house,  and  sent  for  the  horses.  I  saw 
DO  more  of  him.  1  knew  him  well  for  some  years  hack,  and 
I  kept  his  praTer-book.  ,  hw 

•^        '  Jahes  X  Balfe. 
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In  T«  Kline. 

Sworn  before  me  tbe  day  and  ye&r  first  mentioned,  at  Bal- 
lentubbe,  in  said  county  of  Westmeatb,  tliia  5th  day  of  April, 
1861. 

Jambs  Feathbiistok,  h. 

I  certify  that  the  information,  copied  on  the  other  side 
hereof,  is  tbe  original  deposition  upon  which  the  original  war- 
rant has  been  issued  by  me  for  the  apprehension  of  Thomas 
Kaiu,  charged  with  shooting  at  James  Balfe,  of  Shurock,  in 
the  county  of  Westineath,  with  intent  to  murder  him,  the  said 
James  Balfe  ;  and  I  further  certify,  that  the  said  copy  at  the 
other  side  hereof  is  a  true  copy  of  said  original  deposition. 

Dated  the  25th  day  of  May,  1852. 

Jas.  Feathebston,  h. 

Oik  of  htr  Sfajotu'i  Jvitictt  of  lit  Peace 
of  the  coantji  ofWatnititk,  in  Inland. 

Witness  present — Mabtik  Meagher,  A.  0. 

The  following  opinion  was  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  CA- 
TRON, in  which  Mr.  Justice  McLEAN,  Mr.  Justice  WAYNE, 
and  Mr.  Justice  GRIER,  coincided.  Mr.  Justice  CURTIS 
delivered  a  separate  opinion,  and  Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY, 
Mr.  Justice  DANIEL,  and  Mr.  Justice  NELSON,  dissented. 

•108]     'Mr.  Justice  CATRON. 

The  facts  adduced  on  the  part  of  Kaine,  the  applicant  for 
our  interference,  show  that  a  complaint  was  made  out  in  due 
form  by  counsel,  at  the  instance  of  the  British  government, 
through  its  f^ents,  to  secure  the  surrender  of  the  fugitive ;  and 
that  Mr.  Barclay,  the  British  Consul  at  New  York,  was  spe- 
cially employed,  by  direct  authority  of  the  British  Minister, 
accredited  to  tliis  government,  to  take  the  proper  steps,  ac- 
cording to  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1842 ;  and  further- 
more, an  officer  of  the  Irish  constabulary,  who  was  able  to 
identify  Kaine,  had  been  sent  to  Mr.  Barclay,  with  letters  &om 
the  British  Home  Department,  to  assist  in  the  prosecution. 

In  pursuance  of  this  authority,  Mr.  Barclay  made  the  neces- 
saiT  affidavit,  and  caused  Kaine  to  be  arrested  and  brought 
before  Joseph  Bridgbam,  Esquire,  a  commissioner  appointed 
by  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  for  the  Southern 
District  of  New  York ;  who  reports  the  principal  facts  pre- 
sented to  him,  as  having  occurred  in  Ireland,  as  follows :  "  The 
original  warrant  in  this  case  was  issued  by  James  Feather- 
stonhaugh,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  county  of  West- 
meatb,  Ireland,  in  which  county  the  alleged  crime  was  com- 
mitted. The  warrant  was  produced  before  me,  together  with 
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a  copy  of  the  information  or  affidavit  upon  which  said  warrant 
was  issued,  said  copy  being  certified  according  to  the  act  of 
Congress,  by  the  justice  of  the  peace,  who  issued  the  warrant, 
and  attested  by  the  oath  of  the  witness  to  be  a  true  co|»^. 
James  Balfe,  the  witness  who  made  the  information  or  affi- 
davit, states,  among  other  things,  '  that  on  the  5th  day  of 
April,  1S51,  he  was  ploughing  some  laud  in  the  county  of 
Westmeath,  when  Thomas  Kaitie  came  up  to  him,  armed  with 
a  case  of  pistols,  and  after  some  couversation  respecting  some 
land,  of  which  a  man  named  St«me  had  lately  been  dispossessed, 
and  respecting  which  the  witness  had  been  threatened,  said, 
that  he  came  to  warn  the  witness  Balfe  about  it,  and  asked  if 
lie,  witness,  bad  a  prayer-book ;  witness  said  that  he  had  not ; 
Kuine  then  said  that  be  had  one  himself,  and  threw  it  on  the 
ground  before  the  witness,  who  stooped  to  pick  it  up ;  that 
while  stoo])ing,  Kaine  fired  one  of  the  pistols  at  him,  and  that 
on  examining  his  person  be  found  marks  of  a  bullet  and 
twenty-seven  shot  in  his  side,  just  under  his  left  arm;  that 
he  then  fled,  and  that  Kaine  pursued  him  some  distance,  but 
finally  turned  back,  and  witness  saw  no  more  of  him.' 

"  Upon  this  information  the  said  Featherstonhaugh,  justice 
of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Westmeath,  granted  his  warrant, 
for  the  apprehension  of  Thomas  Kaine,  the  prisoner,  upon 
complaint  on  oath,  made  before  him,  that  the  prisoner  had 
feloniously  and  maliciously  fired  a  pistol,  loaded  with  powder 
and  *Iead  at  the  said  James  Balfe.  with  intent  to  mur-  ra-inn 
der  him.  This  warrant,  dated  April  6, 1851,  was  imme-  *- 
diately  put  into  the  hands  of  one  Martin  Member,  constable 
of  Westmeath,  who  made  search  for  the  prisoner  and  was  un- 
able to  find  him,  or  to  execute  the  warrant.  The  said 
Member  was  produced  before  me,  as  a  witness,  and  testified, 
among  other  things,  that  he  was  acting  constable  of  the  Irish 
constabulary,  of  the  county  of  Westmeath,  in  Ireland,  and  had 
been  such  constable  for  several  years ;  that  he  knew  Thomas 
Kaine,  the  prisoner,  and  had  known  him  for  three  years  and 
upwards ;  tnat  he  had  received,  as  such  constable,  the  warrant 
before  mentioned,  to  execute  against  the  prisoner ;  that  it  was 
the  original  warrant ;  that  he  saw  James  Featherstonhaugh, 
the  magistrate,  execute  it,  and  that  he  knew  said  Feather- 
stonhaugh to  be  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  county  of  West- 
meath, in  Ireland.' 

The  case  presented  to  us  shows  that  the  facts  here  stated 
are  correctly  made.  Xothing  is  found  in  the  proceedings 
before  us,  from  which  it  appears  that  our  government  took 
any  step  to  aid  the  Britisli  authorities  in  arresting  and  com- 
mittiog  Kaine.    And  the  Attorney-General  declined  to  appear, 
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on  the  part  of  the  United  States  in  this  court,  in  oppoeitioo 
to  this  motion  ;  uor  did  couusel  a[^)ear  on  behalf  of  the  British 
government,  the  argument  before  us  being  on  behalf  of  the 
fugitive  only. 

On  the  foregoing  state  of  facts  the  question  arises,  whether 
the  United  States  Commissioner  had  power  and  jurisdictioii 
to  proceed  without  the  previous  authority  of  his  own  govem- 
meut. 

Several  obscurities  in  our  extradition  treaties  with  Great 
Britain  and  France  were  supposed  to  require  legislation,  ou 
the  part  of  Congress,  to  secure  their  due  execution,  and  ac- 
cordingly the  act  of  August  12,  1848,  was  passed.  By  its 
provisions,  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  those  of  the 
District  courts  of  the  United  States,  the  Judges  of  the  several 
State  courts,  and  also  Commissioners  appointed  for  the  pui^ 
pose  by  auy  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  are  severally 
vested  with  power  and  jurisdiction  to  act,  on  complaint  made 
under  oath,  chaining  a  person  with  having  committed  any  of 
the  crimes  enumerated  within  the  foreign  jurisdiction  ;  and 
to  issue  a  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  person  charged, 
so  that  he  may  be  brought  before  such  Judge  or  Commissioner, 
to  the  end  that  the  evidence  of  criminality  may  be  beard  and 
considered;  and  if  it  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
charge,  under  the  provisions  of  the  treaty,  then  it  is  made  the 
duty  of  the  Judge  or  Commissioner,  to  certify  the  fact  of 
Buthciency,  together  with  a  copy  of  all  the  testimony  taken 
before  him,  to  the  Secretary  of  StAte,  so  that  a  warrant  may 
issue  by  the  Executive,  on  the  requisition  of  the  foreign  gov- 
*1101  *''i"°dl^  through  its  proper  authorities,  "for  the  sur- 
-'  render  of  the  fugitives.  And  the  person  chai-ged  shall 
be  committed  to  jail,  and  there  remain  under  the  warrant  of 
the  Judge  or  Commissioner  until  the  surrender  shall  be  made. 

That  an  Executive  order  of  surrender  to  a  foreign  govern- 
ment is  purely  a  national  act,  is  not  open  to  controversy ; 
nor  can  it  be  doubted  that  tins  executive  act  must  be  pei^ 
formed  through  the  Secretary  of  State  by  order  of  our  Chief 
Magistrate  representing  this  nation.  But  it  does  not  follow 
that  Congress  is  excluaed  from  vesting  authority  in  judicial 
magistrates  to  arrest  and  commit,  preparatory  to  a  surrender. 

The  treaty  with  Great  Britain  is  equally  binding  on  us  as 
the  act  of  Congress,  and  it  likewise  confers  jurisdiction  and 
authority  on  the  judges  and  m^istrates  of  the  respective 
governments,  to  issue  warrants  for  the  apprehension  of  fugi- 
tives ;  and  for  hearing  and  conudering  the  evit^uce  pro- 
duced f^inst  them ;  and  also  provides,  that  the  committing 
magistrate  shall  certify  as  to  tbe  sufficiency  of  the  evidence, 
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to  the  ezecuttve  authority,  so  that  a  warrant  of  snrrender 
may  issue.  But  we  are  here  more  particularly  coDBideriog 
the  first  and  third  sections  of  the  statnte ;  they  are  merely 
explanatory  of  the  treaty,  and  altogether  consistent  with  it. 
Congress  was  scrupulou^y  careful,  neither  to  limit  or  extend 
the  treaty  stipulations.  According  to  the  terms  of  the  stat- 
ute, no  doubt  is  entertained  by  me,  that  the  judicial  magis- 
trates of  the  United  States,  designated  by  the  act,  are 
required  to  issue  warrants  and  cause  arrests  to  be  made,  at 
the  instance  of  the  foreign  government,  on  proof  of  crimi- 
nality, as  in  ordinary  cases  when  crimes  are  committed  within 
our  own  jurisdiction,  and  punishable  by  the  laws  of  the 
United  States. 

But  it  is  insisted  that,  as  these  acts,  in  cases  of  fu^tives, 
must  be  done  in  conformity  to  a  treaty  of  one  nation  with 
another,  and  as  a  nation  can  only  act  through  the  supreme 
Executive  authority,  representing  the  nation,  the  Judges  and 
Commissioners  have  no  power  to  take  the  first  step  without 
being  authorized  to  do  so  by  the  President,  who  represents 
the  nation ;  and  that  the  agents  of  the  foreign  nation  have 
no  right  to  call  on  our  judicial  ofGcers  to  act,  in  advance  of 
authority  from  the  President. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  supposed  that  the  judicial  magis- 
trate proceeds  in  obedience  to  the  treaty  and  act  of  Congress, 
by  which  he  is  invested  with  power  to  determine,  indepen- 
dent of  the  President's  commands,  on  the  authority  of  those 
who  apply  to  prosecute  the  fugitive ;  and  that  he  must 
decide  for  himself,  before  the  warrant  issues,  whether  the 
prosecutor  has  the  authority  of  hts  nation  to  demand  the 
warrant,  either  from  ofBcial  •station,  or  by  special  r#i<i 
deputation,  in  some  satisfactory  form,  so  that  oppres-  '- 
sion  of  the  party  accused  will  be  avoided. 

That  the  British  Consul  in  this  instance  had  the  authority 
of  his  government  to  demand  the  arrest  and  commitment, 
cannot  be  doubted ;  nor  that  the  British  government  was, 
and  now  is,  seeking  the  surrender. 

Two  acts  of  Parliament  have  been  passed  to  carry  the 
treaty  of  1842  into  effect  in  the  British  dominions ;  one  in 
1843,  and  the  other  in  1845 ;  the  authority  of  which  is  in- 
voked as  expressing  the  true  construction  of  the  treaty. 
They  require  one  of  the  principal  secretaries  of  state  in  Eng- 
land, if  the  fugitive  is  found  in  England,  or  the  chief  Secre- 
tary of  the  Lord-Lieutenant  of  Ireland,  if  the  fugitive  is 
found  there,  or  if  found  in  a  colony  abroad,  the  ofBeer 
administering  the  government  of  the  colony,  to  signify  that 
the  requisition  has  been  made,  and  to  require  all  magistrates 
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and  oflSeers  of  justice  within  the  juiiadictiou  where  the  requi- 
sitioo  is  made,  to  aid  in  apprehending  the  person  accused, 
and  committing  him  for  the  purpose  of  being  delivered, 
according  to  tlie  provisions  of  the  treaty. 

The  British  acts  confer  authority  to  aiTcet  and  commit,  on 
judges  of  courts,  and  also  on  justices  of  the  peace,  and  infe- 
rior police  magistrates.  Our  acta  of  Congress  excluded  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  and  inferior  magisti-ates,  and  limits  the 
power  to  the  Judges  of  the  United  States  courts,  and  to 
Commissioners  appointed  for  the  purpose  by  them;  and  to 
the  respective  State  Judges.  And  these,  as  already  declared, 
are,  in  my  opinion,  authorized  to  proceed  without  a  previous 
mandate  from  the  executive  department.  Nor  can  I  see  any 
good  reaaou  why  it  should  be  otherwise.  The  judicial  m»g- 
istrate  is  bound  to  decide  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavits 
on  which  the  warrant  of  arrest  is  founded,  and  compelled  to 
determine  on  the  right  to  further  prosecute,  in  every  step  of 
the  proceeding;  and  why  he  should  not  have  power  to  decide 
on  the  prosecutor's  authority  to  institute  the  proceeding,  it  is 
difficult  to  perceive. 

The  people  of  this  country  could  hardly  be  brought  to 
allow  an  interference  of  the  President  with  the  Judges  in 
any  degree.  The  experiment  was  made  during  Mr.  Adams's 
administration,  in  1799,  and  signally  failed.  Jonathan  (or 
Nathan)  Rohbins  had  beeu  arrested  as  a  fugitive,  under  the 
27th  article  of  Jay's  treaty,  for  murder  in  the  British  fleet. 
He  was  imprisoned  at  Charleston  under  a  warrant  of  the 
District  Judge  of  South  Carolina,  and  had  been  confined 
six  months,  when  the  Secretary  of  State  addressed  a  letter  to 
the  Judge,  mentioning  that  application  had  been  made  by 
the  British  Minister  to  the  President,  for  the  delivery  of 
Robbins,  according  to  the  treaty.  The  letter  said — "The 
•1121  Pi'^'^i'is'^t  ^dvites  and  requests  you  to  deliver  him  'up," 
J  On  this  authority  the  prisoner  was  brought  before  the 
District  Court  on  hahea»  corpus,  and  hi?;  case  fairly  enough 
lieard,  to  all  appearance,  from  the  accounts  we  now  have  of 
it;  and  the  Judge  ordered  the  surrender  in  the  following 
terms:  "  I  do  therefore  order  and  command  the  marshal,  in 
whose  custody  the  prisoner  now  is,  to  deliver  the  body  of 
said  Nathan  Robbins,  aliat  Thomas  Nash,  to  the  British  Con- 
sul, or  such  person  or  persons  as  he  shall  appoint  to  receive 
him." 

The  prisoner  was  accordingly  delivered  to  a  detachment  of 
federal  troops  stationed  there,  to  aid  in  the  surrender ;  and 
they  delivered  him  to  an  officer  of  the  British  navy,  who  was 
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ready  to  receive  him  on  board  of  a  vessel  of  war,  in  whicb  he 
was  carried  away. 

That  the  Judge  acted  by  order  of  the  President,  and  in  aid 
of  the  executive  department,  was  never  disputed ;  and  the 
then  administration  was  defended  on  the  ground  that  the 
treaty  was  a  compact  between  nations,  and  might  be  executed 
by  the  President  throughout ;  and  must  be  thus  executed  by 
him,  until  Congress  vested  the  courts  or  judges  with  power 
to  act  in  the  matter ;  which  had  not  been  done  in  that  in- 
stance.    5  Pet.  Ap.,  19;  7  Am.  L.  J.,  13. 

The  subject  was  brought  to  the  notice  ef  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives in  Confess,  by  resolutions  impeaching  the  Presi- 
dent's conduct  in  Bobbin's  case,  and  where  Mr.  Marshall 
(afterwards  Chief  Justice  of  this  court)  made  a  upeecli  in  de- 
fence of  the  President's  course,  having  much  celebrity  then 
and  since,  for  its  ability  and  astuteness.  But  a  great  majority 
of  the  pewle  of  this  country  were  opposed  to  the  doctrine 
that  the  President  could  arrest,  imprison,  and  surrender,  a 
fugitive,  and  thereby  execute  the  treaty  himself;  and  they 
were  still  more  opposed  to  an  assumption  that  he  could  order 
the  courts  of  justice  to  execute  his  mandate,  as  this  would 
destroy  the  independence  of  the  judiciary,  in  cases  of  extradi- 
tion, and  which  example  might  be  made  a  precedent  for  simi- 
lar invasions  in  other  cases ;  and  from  that  day  to  this,  the 
judicial  power  has  acted  in  cases  of  extradition,  and  all  others, 
independent  of  executive  control. 

That  the  eventful  history'  of  Kobbins's  case  had  a  control- 
ling influence  on  our  distinguished  negotiator,  when  the 
treaty  of  1842  was  made  ;  ana  especially  on  Congress,  when 
it  passed  the  act  of  1848,  is,  as  I  suppose,  free  nom  doubt. 
The  assumption  of  power  to  arrest,  imprison,  and  extrude,  on 
executive  warrants,  and  the  employment  of  a  judicial  magis- 
trate to  act  in  obedience  to  the  President's  commands,  where 
no  independence  existed,  or  could  exist,  had  most  materially 
aided  to  overthrow  the  administration  of  a  distinguished  revo- 
lutionary patriot,  'whose  honesty  of  purpose  no  fair-  r«i-io 
minded  man  at  this  day  doubts.  Public  opinion  had  L 
settled  down  to  a  firm  resolve,  long  before  the  treaty  of  1842 
was  made,  that  ao  dangerous  an  engine  of  oppression  as  secret 
proceedings  before  the  executive,  and  the  Issuing  of  secret 
warrants  of  arrest,  founded  on  them,  and  long  imprisonments 
inflicted  under  such  warrants,  and  then,  an  extradition  with- 
out an  unbiased  hearing  before  an  independent  judiciary,  were 
highly  (Ungerous  to  liberty,  and  ought  never  to  be  allowed 
in  this  country.  Congress  obviously  proceeded  on  this  public 
opinion,  when  the  act  of  1848  was  passed,  and  therefore  re- 
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ferred  foreign  powers  to  the  jndiciary  when  seeking  to  obtain 
the  warniitt,  and  secure  the  commitment  of  the  fugitive; 
and  which  judicial  proceeding  was  intended  to  be  independ- 
ent of  executive  control,  and  in  advance  of  executive  action 
on  the  case.  And  such  haa  been  the  construction  and  conse- 
quent practice,  under  the  act  of  Congress  and  treaty  by  our 
executive  department,  as  we  are  informed,  on  application  to 
that  department.  What  aid  the  executive  will  afford  to  a 
foreign  government  through  its  prosecuting  attorneys,  in 
cases  arising  under  treaties,  rests  with  iteelf,  and  not  with  ua, 
as  it  acts  altogether  independent  of  the  judiciary. 

In  my  judgment  the  law  ia  aa  it  should  be.  The  treaty  of 
1842  settled  the  dividing  line  of  jurisdiction  between  the 
United  States  and  the  British  possessions  in  America,  from 
the  Atlantic  ocean  to  the  Rocky  Mountains.  On  either  side 
of  the  line,  in  great  part,  there  is  an  extensive  population ; 
escapes  of  criminals  from  the  jurisdiction  where  the  crime 
was  committed,  to  the  other,  must  often  occnr  ;  and  if  crimi- 
nals are  taken  at  all,  they  must  be  arrested  in  hot  pursuit, 
when  fleeing  from  justice.  To  do  so,  a  magistrate  must  be  at 
hand  to  issue  the  warrant,  cause  the  arrest  and  adjudge  the 
criminality.  If  Congress  had  declared  that  the  President 
should  first  be  applied  to  through  the  British  Minister,  and 
then  issue  his  mandate  to  the  judges  to  proceed  in  each  case, . 
the  treaty  would  become  nugatory  in  most  instances ;  and  in 
the  entire  range  of  country  west  of  the  Rocky  Mountains,  and 
for  more  than  five  hundred  miles  on  this  side  of  it,  through- 
out the  great  western  plains,  no  arrests  could  be  made,  nor 
would  they  be  attempted. 

What  Great  Britain  has  done  by  ite  legislation  cannot  con- 
trol our  decision  ;  we  must  abide  by  our  own  laws.  If  theirs 
are  inconvenient,  or  supposed  to  violate  the  spirit  of  the 
treaty,  it  is  the  duty  of  our  government  to  complain,  and  aak 
that  they  be  reformed. 

There  ia  another  striking  consideration  that  must  have  had 
weight  with  our  government,  when  the  act  of  1848  was 
passed.  Judges  and  State  magistrates  arrest  and  commit  our 
•1141  ''^"  citizens,  •without  exception,  in  all  instances,  and 
J  for  every  grade  of  crime  and  offence  against  our  State 
and  Federal  laws  ;  they  determine  on  the  rights  of  the  proae- 
cutor  to  commence  the  proceeding ;  on  the  sufficiency  of  the 
affidavit  on  which  the  warrant  ot  arrest  is  founded ;  on  the 
evidence  of  criminality  after  the  arrest  is  made ;  and  imprison 
or  take  bail  preparatory  to  a  trial  in  court.  Of  this  there  is  no 
complaint,  nor  any  supposed  danger  of  oppression,  aa  the  writ 
of  kaheas  corput  promptly  corrects  all  irregularities.  Why, 
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then,  should  a  foreign  criminal  be  more  tenderly  dealt  by? 
He,  too,  has  every  beneiit  of  the  writ  of  kabeaa  corpus  ;  and 
furthermore  can  only  be  arrested  by  the  authority  of  his  own 
government ;  whereas,  our  citizens  can  be  arrested  at  the  in- 
stance of  any  person  making  the  proper  affidavit  that  the 
crime  had  been  contmitted  within  our  jurisdiction. 

This  country  is  open  to  all  men  who  wish  to  come  to  it. 
No  question,  or  demand  of  a  passport  meets  them  at  the 
border.  He  who  flees  from  crimes  committed  in  other 
countries,  like  all  others,  ia  admitted ;  nor  can  the  common 
thief  be  reclaimed  by  any  foreign  power.  To  this  effect  we 
have  no  treaty.  But  it  is  certainly  due  to  our  own  citizens 
that  they  should  be  protected  against  murderers,  and  those 
who  attempt  to  routder ;  and  i^ainst  pirates,  house-burners, 
robbers,  and  forgers.  That  these  ehould  be  extruded,  on  the 
demands  of  a  foreign  government  where  the  crime  was  com- 
mitted, and  there  punished,  is  due  to  humanity.  Such  wicked 
and  dangerous  men  ought  not  to  remain  here.  The  case 
before  us  fumishes-a  striking  instance  of  our  dangerous  con- 
dition in  this  res[iect.  The  prisoner  successfully  resisted  and 
evaded  execution  of  process  on  him  by  the  civil  authority  in 
England,  to  which  he  fled  from  Ireland,  for  nearly  a  year,  and 
in  various  instapces,  as  the  official  returns  on  the  original 
warrant  show.  And  when  the  Circuit  Court  beard  his  case, 
the  Judge  tells  us  that  it  was  to  be  deplored  that,  during  the 
argument,  the  manifestations  by  the  crowd  thronging  the 
court,  to  resist  the  detention  of  the  prisoner,  should  be  such 
that  the  marshal  reported  to  the  court  he  could  not  venture 
to  remove  him  from  the  prison,  in  obedience  to  the  writ, 
without  an  armed  force ;  and  therefore  his  ease  was  heard, 
from  necessity,  in  the  prisoner's  absence,  for  fear  "  that  he 
would  be  rescued  from  the  custody  of  the  law  by  a  mob." 

It  also  appears,  that  when  the  warrant  of  the  Secretary  of 
State  was  delivered  to  the  British  consul  and  agent,  he  had 
to  delay,  and  could  not  ship  the  prisoner,  "  on  account  of  the 
expressed  belief  of  the  marshal,  of  the  necessity  of  an  armed, 
or  powerful  police  force,  to  counteract  outward  excitement 
and  tlireats  of  rescue." 

This  case  is  embarrassed  with  some  other  considei'ationB. 
It  *is  ureed  that  the  CoiDmis^oDer  who  committed  r«-i|c 
Kaine  had  no  power,  because  he  had  not  been  specially  ^ 
appointed  for  that  purpose.  The  Circuit  Court  held,  that 
the  order  of  appointment  covered  the  case  of  fugitives.  That 
the  order  conferred  on  this  special  magistrate  authority  to 
commit  in  all  other  criminal  cases,  to  the  full  extent  that  the 
United  States  Judges  have  authority,  is  admitted ;  and  that 
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he  was  a  magistrate  of  the  United  States  governiQent,  within 
the  direct  term  of  the  treaty,  caunot  he  denied,  as  I  think. 
If  there  was  a  douht,  however,  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
order  of  appointment,  it  was  quite  easy  to  remedy  the  defect 
in  several  ways.  The  order  might  have  been  amended,  and 
a  new  commitment  made,  as  one  of  the  clerks  of  the  Federal 
Court  at  Xew  York  was  acting  as  Commissioner ;  or  either 
of  the  Judges  might  have  committed  the  defendant  in  the 
exercise  of  the  original  jurisdiction.  But  the  Circuit  Court 
has  construed  ita  own  order,  nor  will  I  interfere  with  that 
construction. 

It  is  proper,  however,  to  say,  that  Commissioners,  acting 
nnder  orders  of  appointment,  couched  in  general  terms,  as 
this  is,  in  its  concluding  part,  have  executed  the  act  of  1848, 
without  any  one  supposing  they  wanted  power,  until  now  ; 
nor  has  any  special  appointment  been  made,  to  the  mere  end 
of  executing  the  act,  by  any  court  of  the  United  States,  so 
far  a»  I  know.  I  feel  quite  safe  in  Baying,  that  it  has  not 
been  done  in  any  judicial  circuit  in  the  United  States. 

The  proof  that  Kaine  shot  Balfe,  with  an  intent  to  commit 
murder,  is  conclusive,  beyond  controversy,  if  competent ;  and 
the  only  question  that  can  arise  on  the  merits,  is,  whether 
the  copy  of  Balfe's  deposition,  received  by  Commissioner 
Bridgham,  was  admissible. 

It  is  objected,  "  that  there  was  no  evidence  what  the  au- 
thority of  the  foreign  magistrate  was ;  whether  to  issue 
warrants,  or  to  take  cognizance  of  offences,  and  of  what 
grade  of  offences." 

The  Commissioner  held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  pro- 
duce the  commission  under  which  the  Irish  m^;istrate  held 
office,  and  acted,  nor  to  prove  its  contents,  proof  that  he 

Eublicly  discharged  the  duties  being  primd  facie  evidence  of 
is  official  character ;  the  presumption  being,  that  if  a  man 
regularly  acts  in  a  public  office,  he  has  been  rightfully  ap- 
pointed. Meagher  proves  that  the  Irish  magistrate  thus 
acted,  and  his  proof  is  fortified  by  the  original  warrant  pro- 
duced by  hira.     It  is  official  and  authentic  on  its  face. 

There  was  sufficient  evidence,  in  my  opinion,  before  the 
Commissioner,  to  establish  the  official  character  of  the  magis- 
trate, before  whom  Balfe's  deposition  was  taken ;  and  that 
the  copy  proved  to  be  a  true  copy,  by  Meagher,  was  properly 
*\\ft\  )^^'^^<^)  'under  the  2d  section  of  the  act  of  1848.  ft 
-'  requires,  that  copies  shall  he  certified  under  the  hand 
of  the  person  issuing  the  warrant,  and  proved  to  be  true 
copies,  by  the  oath  of  the  party  producing  them.  And  I 
think  it  is  doubtful  whether  Congress  did  not  mean  to  say, 
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that  the  ofRcial  character  of  the  magistrate  should  be  primd 
facie  established  by  the  deposition  and  certificate,  without 
further  proof  of  bis  authority. 

After  Kaiue  had  been  committed  by  the  Commissioner,  the 
Circuit  Court  was  applied  to,  by  petition,  for  write  of  habeat 
eorpua  and  certiorari,  to  bring  up  the  prisoner  and  proceed- 
ings before  that  court.  The  writs  were  issued,  and  a  very 
thorough  examination  had  of  the  law  and  the  &cts.  The 
court  decided  that  the  commitment  was,  in  all  respects,  legal 
and  proper,  coucurred  with  the  Commissioner's  decision,  and 
ordered  the  prisoner  to  be  remanded  to-  the  custody  of  the 
marshal,  under  the  commitment  of  the  Commissioner. 

The  opinion  and  judgment  of  the  District  Judge,  who  pre- 
sided, are  before  us,  and  form  part  of  the  proceedings  pre- 
sented here ;  and  it  is  due  to  that  able  jurist  to  say,  that  he 
brought  to  the  consideration  of  the  case  a  degree  of  patience, 
learning,  and  capacity  rarely  met  with,  and  which  no  other 
Judge  can  disregard  wihout  incurring  the  risk  of  error. 

After  this  careful  consideration  of  the  case,  in  open  court, 
the  Circuit  Judge  granted  a  second  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and 
thereby  stayed  the  warrant  for  Kaine's  extradition,  awarded 
by  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  which  had  been  delivered  to 
the  British  authorities;  and  the  matter  was  ^ain  brought 
before  that  judge,  at  chambers,  but  not  deeming  it  proper  to 
act,  he  adjourned  the  proceeding,  as  presented  to  him,  into 
this  court ;  and  of  the  case  thus  presented,  we  are  called  on 
to  take  jurisdiction.  Cognizance  could  only  be  taken  of  the 
matter,  on  the  assumption  that  original  jurisdiction  existed 
in  the  Circuit  Judge  to  act,  but  on  which  he  did  not  act; 
and  the  case  oomes  here  as  one  of  original  jurisdiction,  which 
we  are  called  on  to  exercise ;  and  as  the  Constitution  declares 
that  this  court  shall  only  have  appellate  powers,  in  cases  like 
this,  it  follows  that  the  transfer  made  by  the  Circuit  Judge  is 
of  no  validity,  and  must  be  rejected.  Foreseeing  that  we 
might  thus  hold,  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  Kaine,  also 
moved  this  court,  on  petition,  with  the  papers  and  proceed- 
ings presented  to  the  Circuit  Judge  annexed  thereto,  for 
writs  of  habeas  corpus  and  certiorari,  to  bring  up  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  record  from  the  Circuit  Court,  to  the  end  of  hav- 
ing the  decision  of  that  court  examined  here. 

The  case  has  been  carefully  and  ably  argued  before  ns,  on 
behalf  of  the  prisoner;  and  anxiously  oonsidered  by  this 
court,  *on  every  ground  presented,  and  especially  on  raii^ 
its  merits;  and  I  am  auttiorized  to  say,  that  Judges  *■ 
McLean,  Wayne,  and  Grier,  agree  with  the  views  above  given, 
and  that  we  refuse  the  motion  for  the  writ,  on  the  merits- 
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We  are  not  disposed,  under  the  circunistaDcee,  to  exercise 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  in  the  case. 

Mr.  Justice  CURTIS. 

To  state  intelligibly  the  grounds  on  which  1  rest  m;  judg- 
ment in  this  case,  it  is  necessary  to  advert  to  the  proceedings 
by  meauB  of  which  it  comes  before  us. 

On  the  14th  day  of  June,  1852,  a  complaint,  on  oath,  was 
presented  to  Joseph  Bridgham,  Esq.,  one  of  the  commissioners 
to  take  aflidavite,  &c.,  appointed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  charg- 
ing, that  Thomas  Kaine,  in  that  part  of  the  dominions  of  Her 
Britannic  Majesty,  called  Ireland,  had  feloniously  assaulted 
one  John  Balfe,  and  inflicted  upon  him  a  wound  with  a 
pistol,  with  intent  to  murder  him ;  that  a  warrant  to  arrrat 
Kaine,  for  this  felony,  was  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
duly  authorized  for  this  purpose,  but  Kaine  having  fled  from 
justice,  took  refuge  in  the  United  States,  and  was  then  in  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York;  and  the  complainant,  who 
describes  himself  as  the  Consul  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty  in 
New  York,  prays  that  a  warrant  may  he  issued  to  apprehend 
Kaine,  to  the  end  that  such  proceedings  may  take  place  for 
his  surrender  to  the  authorities  of  Great  Britain,  as  are  re- 
quired by  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great 
Britain,  and  the  act  of  Congress,  passed  to  carry  that  treaty 
into  effect. 

A  warrant  did  issue,  Kaine  was  arrested,  and  a  hearing 
took  place,  the  result  of  which  was,  that  the  Commissioner 
ordered  Kaine  to  be  committed,  pursuant  to  the  treaty,  to 
abide  the  order  of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
premises. 

In  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  a  writ  of  haheaa  corpus 
was  issued  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York.  Kaine  was  brought  before 
that  court,  in  which  the  District  Judge  then  presided,  and 
after  a  hearing,  upon  all  the  objections  raised  by  the  Prisoner, 
the  writ  of  habeai  corput  was  dismissed,  and  Kaine  wa3  re- 
manded and  continued  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  under 
his  arrest  and  commitment  by  the  process  of  the  Commis- 
sioner. On  the  22d  day  of  July,  1852,  Kaine  presented  to 
Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  at  chambers,  a  petition  addressed  to  the 
Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  which 
he  sets  forth,  that  he  is  detained  in  custody  by  an  order  made 
by  Judge  Betts,  on  the  9th  day  of  July,  1852,  that  his  deten- 
•1181  *''*"  '^  illegal,  and  praying  "for  a  writ  of  haheat  eor- 
-'  pat  to  inquire  into  the  cause  of  his  oommitment. 
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Upon  this  petition,  Mr.  JuBtice  Nelson  made  an  order, 
uodflT  which  a  writ  issued,  which  is  as  followa : 

The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  to  the 
(8ekl  of  the  Circuit  Court)  l-'"ited  StatesMarshalfor  theSouthern 
I  of  tbe  Sontbern  District  |  District  of  the  State  of  New  York,  or 
(    of  New  York.  )  j^  g^      other  persoB,  or  pereoDfl,  hav- 

ing  the  custody  of  Thomas  Kaiue,  greeting; — 

We  command  you,  that  you  have  the  body  of  Thomas 
Kaine,  by  you  imprisoned  and  detained,  as  it  is  said,  together 
with  t^e  cause  of  Huch  imprisonment  and  detention,  by  what- 
soever name  the  said  Kaine  may  be  called  or  charged,  before 
our  Justices  of  our  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  at 
bis  chambers,  in  Cooperstown,  New  York,  on  the  11th  day  of 
August,  instant,  to  oo  and  receive  what  shaW  then  and  there 
be  considered,  concerning  the  said  Thomas  Kaine. 

Witness,  Samuel  Nelson,  Esq.,  one  of  our  Justices  of  our 
said  Court,  this  third  day  of  July,  eighteen  hundred  and 
fifty-two. 

RiCHABD  BuSTEBD,  Attomsy  for  petitioner. 

Upon  the  return  of  the  marshal  to  this  writ,  a  hearing  was 
had,  which  resulted  In  the  following  order  made  by  Mr. 
Justice  Nelson : 

COOPBBSTOWN,  August  11, 1852,  At  Chambers. 
The  marshal  having  made  the  within  return.  Ordered,  that 
in  consequence  of  the  difficult  and  important  questions  in- 
volved in  the  case,  it  be  heard  before  ail  the  Justices  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  in  bank,  at  the  commencement  of  the  next 
term  thereof;  and  that,  in  the  mean  time,  the  prisoner  re- 
main in  the  custody  of  the  said  marshaL  S.  Neilsok. 

These  are  the  proceedings  which  have  brought  this  case 
here,  and  the  first  question  which  arises  is,  whether,  under 
these  proceedings,  we  have  any  power  to  act? 

In  my  opinion,  we  have  not.  Passing  over  the  question, 
whether  the  court  itself  could  rightfully  issue  a  writ  otkaheag 
corpus  upon  the  case  made  before  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  which 
I  shall  consider  hereafter,  I  think  a  Judge  of  the  court  in 
vacation,  at  his  chambers,  has  no  power  to  grant  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  out  of  this  court,  or  to  ma^e  such  a  writ 
returnable  before  himself,  and  then  adjourn  it  into  t«rm ; 
and,  that  if  he  had  such  power,  it  has  not  been  exerted  in 
this  case,  the  writ  actually  issued  not  being  a  writ  out  of  this 
court,  or  upon  which,  as  process,  this  court  can  take  any 
action. 
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It  is  not  to  be  doubted,  that  whatever  jurisdiction  heloDgs 
to  the  Supreme  Court,  under  any  writ  of  habetw  corpus  ad 
*1 1 Q1  subjiciendum,  'is  appellate.  It  is  equally  clear  that  uo 
J  part  of  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  this  court  can  be 
exercised  by  a  single  Judge,  at  his  chambers.  It  is  also  well 
settled,  that  the  question,  whether  such  a  writ  of  kabeaa  corpus 
shall  issue  from  this  court,  is  one  upon  which  the  court  ought 
to  pass,  before  the  writ  issues;  the  allowance  of  the  writ 
being  an  exercise  of  its  limited  appellate  jurisdiction,  which 
only  the  court  itself  has  the  power  to  exert.  Sx  parte  Mil- 
burn,  9  Fet.,  704. 

From  these  premises  it  also  follows,  that  if  such  a  writ  be 
issued  from  this  court,  it  cannot  be  made  returnable  before  a 
Judge,  at  chambers,  for  the  reason,  that  he  cannot  there  exer- 
cise any  appellate  power  under  it.  And,  finally,  this  writ 
does  not  bear  the  seal  of  the  Supreme  Court,  is  not  tested  by 
the  Chief  Justice,  or  signed  by  the  clerk,  as  is  required  by 
the  act  of  Congress,  (1  Stat,  at  L.,  93,)  but  bears  the  seal  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  is 
tested  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  is  not  signed  by  any  clerk,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  considered  process  issuing  out  of  this 
court,  or  upon  which  we  can  take  juriBdiction. 

I  concur  with  my  brethren  in  the  opiniou,  that  under 
this  writ  the  court  can  pass  no  order  whatever. 

It  remains  to  consider  the  application  made  by  the  counsel 
of  Kaine,  to  have  another  writ  of  habeas  corpus  allowed  by 
tliis  court. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  we  have  jurisdiction  to  act 
under  the  writ,  if  allowed  in  the  case  shown  by  the  peti- 
tioner. There  are  some  principles,  bearing  on  this  ques- 
tion, which  are  settled.  That  this  court  has  no  original 
jurisdiction  to  issue  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  ad  suffjidendum, 
and  can  grant  such  a  writ  only  in  the  exercise  of  its  appel- 
late jurisdiction,  and  consequently  by  means  of  it,  can 
revise  only  the  proceedings  of  those  tribunals  over  which,  and 
in  respect  to  which,  it  has  an  appellate  control,  have  been 
so  repeatedly  and  uniformly  decided  here,  that  they  must 
be  considered  as  finally  settled.  Marbury  v.  Madison,  1 
Cranch,  175 ;  Ux  parte  BoUman,  4  Id.,  100,  101 ;  Ex  parte 
Kearney,  7  Wheat.,  38;  Hx  parte  Watkiiis,  3  Pet.,  193, 
8.  c,  7  Pet.,  568 ;  Cohens  v.  State  of  Virgima,  6  Wheat,  264  ; 
Osbom  V.  Bank  of  the  United  States,  9  Wheat.,  738 ;  St 
parte  Madraza,  1  Pet.,  627 ;  Ex  parte  Barry,  2  How.,  66. 
That  no  such  control,  by  means  of  an  appeal,  writ  of  error 
or  other  proceeding,  can  be  exercised  by  this  court  over  a 
Commiasioner,  acting  under  the  authority  of  an  act  of  Coo- 
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greBB,  or  under  color  of  such  an  authority,  and  that  this 
court  hats  no  power  in  any  way  to  revise  hia  proceedings,  I 
consider  equally  clear.  In  Ex  parte  MeUger,  (5  How.,  176,) 
it  was  determined  that  a  writ  of  haheat  corpus  could  not  be 
allowed,  to  examine  a  commitment  *by  a  District  r^^nn 
Judge,  at  chambei-a,  under  the  treaty  between  the  *- 
United  States  and  France,  for  the  reason  that  the  Judge,  in 
ordering  the  commitment,  exercised  a  special  authority,  and 
the  law  had  made  no  provision  for  the  revision  of  his  judg- 
ment. The  same  reason  applies  to  the  action  of  this  Com- 
missioner. Not  only  has  uie  law  made  no  provision  for  the 
revision  of  his  acts  by  this  court,  but,  strictly  speaking,  he 
does  not  exercise  any  part  of  the  judicial  power  of  the  United 
States.  That  power  can  be  exerted  only  by  Judges,  ap- 
pointed by  the  President,  with  the  consent  of  the  Senate, 
holding  their  offices  during  good  behavior,  and  receiving 
fixed  salaries.  (Constitution,  art.  3,  §  1.)  The  language  of 
Mr,  Chief  Justice  Taney,  in  United  State*  v.  Ferreira,  (13 
How.,  48,)  in  speaking  of  the  powers  exercised  by  a  District 
Judge,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  under  the  treaty 
with  Spain,  of  1819,  describes  correctly,  the  nature  of  the 
authority  of  such  a  Commissioner  as  acted  in  the  case  before 
us.  *'  The  powers  conferred  by  Congress  upon  the  Judge,  as 
well  as  tlie  Secretary,  are,  it  is  true,  judicial  in  their  nature. 
For  judgment  and  discretion  must  be  exercised  by  both  of 
them.  But  it  is  not  judicial,  in  either  case,  in  the  sense  in 
which  judicial  power  is  granted  by  the  Constitution  to  the 
courts  of  the  United  States." 

Since,  then,  the  Commissioner  did  not,  in  this  case,  ezereise 
any  part  of  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  and  no 
mode  has  been  provided  by  taw  to  transfer  the  case  on  which 
he  acted  into  any  court  of  the  United  States,  and  thus  bring 
that  case  under  the  judicial  power,  this  court  can  have  no 
appellate  control  over  it;  because  its  appellate  power  cannot 
extend  beyond  the  action  of  the  inferior  courts,  established  by 
Congress  to  take  original  juiisdiction  under  the  Constitution, 
and  which  exercise  judicial  power  therein  conferred.  As  it  is 
plain,  then,  that  to  revise  the  proceedings  of  the  Commissioner 
by  a  writ  of  habeai  corput,  would  be  an  exercise  of  original, 
and  not  of  appellate  jurisdiction,  the  inquiry  recurs  whether 
we  can  grant  the  writ  for  the  purpose  of  revisinc  the  decision 
of  the  Circuit  Court,  made  upon  the  writ  of  habeat  corput  is- 
sued by  that  court. 

This  court  has  appellate  power  only  in  the  oases  provided 
for  by  Congress.  United  States  v.  Moore,  3  Cranch,  169; 
Durousaeau  v.  United  States,  6  Cranoh,  307. 
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We  muBt  therefoie  find,  in  some  act  of  Congress,  power  to 
review  the  decision  of  a  circuit  court  simply  remanding  a 
prisoner  on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  ;  otherwise  this  writ  can- 
not be  allowed.  The  only  grant  of  power,  supposed  to  be 
applicable  to  such  a  case,  is  contained  in  the  fourteenth  sec- 
tion of  the  Judiciary  Act,  (1  Stat,  at  L.,  81,)  which  author^ 
*1  -21 1  '^^  ^'^  'court  to  issue  wiits  of  habeas  corpus  ;  and  the 
-I  question  is,  whether  a  grant  of  power  to  issue  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  "  to  examine  into  the  cause  of  commitment," 
is  a  grant  of  power  to  review  this  particular  decision  of  the 
Circuit  Court. 

As  the  only  jurisdiction  conferred  arises  from  the  authority 
to  issue  the  writ,  and  the  consequent  authority  to  proceed 
under  it,  the  exigency  of  the  writ  must  necessai-Uy  limit  the 
jurisdiction.  So  far  as  the  subject-matter  involved  iu  this 
writ  extends,  the  jurisdiction  exists,  and  no  further. 

That  subject-matter  is  "  the  cause  of  the  commitment." 
So  that  we  must  ascertain  whether  the  decision  of  the  Circuit 
Court  is  the  cause  of  the  commitment.  If  it  is,  we  have 
jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  it ;  if  it  is  not,  then  that  decision 
is  not  within  the  exigency  of  this  writ,  forms  no  part  of  its 
subject-matter,  and  is  not  within  our  appellate  control. 

To  determine  whether  the  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  is 
the  cause  of  the  commitnient  in  this  case,  it  is  necessaiy  to 
Iiave  distinctly  before  us  the  precise  acts  which  have  been 
done,  and  then  to  consider  their  legal  effect. 

On  the  29th  day  of  June,  185^  the  Commissioner,  after 
the  previous  proceedings  which  have  been  mentioned,  made 
the  following  warrant  to  the  Marshal  of  the  Southern  Dis- 
trict of  New  York : 

United  States  of  Ahbbica, 

Southern  District  of  New  York,  ts. 

In  the  matter  of  Thomas  Kaine. 

This  case  having  been  heard  before  me,  on  requisition, 
through  Anthony  Barclay,  Esquire,  Her  Britannic  Majesty's 
Consul  at  the  Port  of  New  York,  that  the  said  Kaine  be  com- 
mitted for  the  purpose  of  being  delivered  up  as  a  fugitive 
from  justice,  pursuant  to  the  pi-ovisions  of  the  treaty  made 
between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  August  9th, 
1842, 1  find  and  adjudge  that  the  evidence  produced  against 
the  said  Kaine,  is  insumcient  in  law  to  justify  his  commits 
ment  on  the  charge  of  assault  with  intent  to  commit  murder, 
had  the  crime  been  committed  within  the  United  States. 
Wherefore,  I  order  that  the  said  Thomas  Kaine  be  committed, 
130 


DECEMBER  TERM,   1852. 


In  re  Kaine. 


pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  treaty,  to  abide  the 
order  of  the  President  of  the  United  States  in  the  preiniueH. 

Giveu  under  luy  liaiid  and  seal,  at  tlie  city  of  New  York, 
this  29th  day  of  June,  1852. 

(Signed,)  Joseph  Bridohah,  [l.  s.] 

Umltd  Staitt   <J»mmi-tw«er  for  tht  Soathtrr,  Diilrict  of  Nea  York. 

Directed  to  tlie  Mai-shal  of  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York. 

'Under  this  warrant  Kaine  was  held  by  the  marshal,  r»-,nn 
at  the  time  the  writ  of  haheeu  corpus  was  issued  by  the  ^ 
Circuit  Couit ;  and  upon  the  return  of  that  writ,  several 
questions  of  law  were  raised  and  argued,  touching  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Commissioner,  and  the  regularity  and  validity 
of  his  proceedings;  and  on  the  9tb  day  of  July,  1852,  the 
Circuit  Court  gave  its  decision,  to  tlie  effect  that  the  Com- 
missioner had  jurisdiction,  and  had  proceeded  regularly,  and 
concluded  by  passing  the  following  order: 

"  The  court  accordingly  adjudges  tliat  the  commitment  and 
imprisonment  of  the  prisoner  for  the  causes  in  the  return  to 
the  habetu  eorput  in  the  case  set  forth,  are  sufficient  cause 
and  warrant  in  law  for  his  detention  by  the  marshal. 

"  Therefore,  it  is  ordered  by  the  court,  that  the  writ  of 
lu^at  corpus  allowed  in  this  case  be  dismissed,  and  that  the 
prisoner  be  remanded  and  continued  in  the  custody  of  the 
marshal,  under  such  his  arrest  and  commitment  by  the  afore- 
said process." 

Is  this  order  *'■  the  cause  of  the  commitment "  of  Kaine 
within  the  meaning  of  a  writ  of  haheaa  corpus  f  With  the 
utmost  respect  for  Qie  opinions  of  those  of  my  brethren  who 
have  so  considered  it,  I  cannot  come  to  that  conclusion.  It 
seems  to  me,  that  it  is  not  the  cause  of  the  commitment,  either 
in  substance  or  in  form. 

In  substance,  it  is  merely  a  refusal  to  discbarge  the  pri;;- 
oner  from  an  existing  commitment,  because  the  cause  of  that 
existing  commitment  is  found  sufScient  in  law.  It  creates 
no  new  cause ;  it  simply  declares  the  existing  cause  to  be 
sufficient.  It  makes  no  new  commitment,  and  issues  no  new 
process  as  an  instrument  for  it,  but  only  pronounces  the  old 
process  valid,  and  consequently  the  continuance  of  the  com- 
mitment under  it  legal.  The  custody  was  at  no  time  changed. 
Certainly,  when  a  prisoner  is  brought  into  court  upon  the 
return  of  a  haheat  corpus  ad  subjiciendum,  he  is  then  in  the 
power  and  under  the  control  of  the  court ;  but  until  the  court 
makes  some  order  changing  the  custody,  it  remains.  The 
court  may,  in  some  cases,  admit  to  bail,  and  may  also  take 
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order  for  the  future  productioa  of  the  priaoner,  without  bail ; 
hut  in  all  oases,  until  the  court  makes  some  order  changing 
the  custody,  either  for  the  care  or  security  of  the  prisouer,  or 
founded  on  the  illegality  of  his  commitment,  the  original  cus- 
tody continues.    In  this  case,  do  such  order  was  made. 

If,  then,  this  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  created  no  new 

*12^1  ^^'^^    "^    commitment,   and    only   "pronounced   the 

^  existing  cause  sufficient,  and   the   existing  custody 

lawful,  I  cannot  perceive  how  that  order  can,  in  substance, 

be  treated  as  the  cause  of  the  commitment  of  Kaine. 

Nor,  in  my  apprehension,  is  it  so,  even  in  form.  In  form, 
the  court  first  adjudges  that  the  causes  set  forth  in  the  re- 
turn are  sufficient,  and,  "therefore,  it  is  ordeied,  by  the 
court,  that  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  allowed  in  this  oioe,  be 
dismissed,  and  that  the  prisoner  be  remanded,  and  continued 
in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  under  such  his  arrest  and 
commitment  by  the  aforesaid  process." 

This  clearly  expresses,  in  words,  precisely  what  would  be 
the  legal  effect  of  dismissing  the  wnt  of  kabeas  corpus,  with- 
out those  words.  And  I  do  not  perceive  how  it  can  be  more 
plainly  expressed  than  by  the  language  of  this  order,  that 
the  process  of  the  Commissioner,  being  found  sufficient,  the 
commitment  by  that  process  is  not  interfered  with. 

It  is  true,  the  order  contained  the  word,  remanded,  but  in 
the  context,  where  it  stands,  it  means  only  that  the  command 
of  the  writ  ia  no  longer  operative,  and  that  the  court  would 
exercise  no  further  control  over  the  body  of  the  prisoner, 
and  not  that,  being  out  of  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  he  is 
recommitted  to  him  anew,  for  the  words  are  "remanded  and 
continued  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  under  such  his 
arrest  and  commitment  by  the  aforesaid  process." 

In  point  of  form,  the  same  order  would  have  been  passed 
if  it  had  been  found  by  the  Circuit  Court,  on  the  return  of 
the  writ,  that  the  prisoner  was  not  held  under,  or  by  color 
of  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  and  therefore  that, 
under  the  Judiciary  Act,  the  court  had  no  power  to  relieve 
him  by  habeas  corpun.  It  could  not  be  contended  that,  after 
such  an  order,  the  prisoner  was  confined  by  oi-der  of  the 
Circuit  Court,  and  that  its  order  was  the  cause  of  his  com- 
mitment, yet  in  such  a  case  the  writ  must  have  been  dis- 
missed, and  the  prisoner  remanded. 

But  whatever  literal  interpretation  might  be  put  upon  the 
precise  words  employed  in  the  order,  I  should  be  unable  to 
find  "  the  cause  of  the  commitment "  in  an  act  of  the  court 
dismissing  a  writ  of  habean  corptts,  because  the  cause  of  the 
commitment  shown  by  the  return  is  found  sufficient.  The 
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cause  of  the. commitment  is  to  be  looked  for  in  the  warraut 
under  which  it  began,  and  has  been  continued,  and  not  in  the 
decision  of  a  court  pronouncing  that  warrant  valid. 

I  have  tliua  far  considered  this  question  of  jurisdiction 
upon  those  principles  which  seem  to  lue  applicable  to  it.  It 
remains  to  examine  the  former  decisions ,  of  this  court,  to 
ascertain  whether  the  question  is  determined  by  authority. 

•There  ate  two  cases  wliich  have  been  chiefly  relied  rminA 
on  at  the  bar.  The  fii-st  is  Ex  parte  Bur/or^,  3  Cranch,  '- 
448.  As  this  case  has  many  lact^  in  common  with  the  case 
at  bar,  it  is  necessary  carefully  to  examine  it.  Without  de- 
tailing the  preliminary  proceedings,  it  will  be  sufficient  to 
say,  that  Burford  was  committed  to  the  jail  of  the  county  of 
Washington,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  by  a  warrant  of 
certain  justices  of  the  peace,  which  was  defective,  because  it 
did  not  state  "some  good  cause  certain,  supported  by  oath." 
That  he  was  brought  before  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District 
of  Columbia,  upon  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and,  after  a  hear- 
ing, that  court  passed  the  following  order,  which,  as  it  is  not 
given  in  the  report  of  the  case,  by  Judge  Crancfa,  and  as  it« 
terms  seem  to  me  to  be  important,  I  have  procured  from  the 
original  record  in  this  court. 

"t/flMwary  8(A,  1806.  John  A.  Burford  was  brought  into 
court  by  the  Marshal  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  agreeably 
to  the  h^eas  corpus  issued  by  this  court,  on  the  4th  instant, 
with  the  cause  of  his  commitment  annexed  thereto,  (which 
habeas  corpus  and  cause  of  commitment  are  hereunto  an- 
nexed,) whereupon,  all  and  singular  the  premises  being 
heard,  and  by  the  court  have  been  fully  understood,  the 
court  order,  that  the  said  John  A.  Burford,  enter  into  a 
recognizance,  himself  in  il,0OO,  and  one  or  more  sureties  in 
the  like  sum,  for  his  good  behavior  for  one  year  from  this 
day,  and  that  he  be  remanded  to  jail,  there  to  remain  until 
such  recognizance  be  entered  into." 

This  case  is  relied  upon  as  a  decision  to  show,  that  although 
this  court  cannot,  as  was  held  in  Metzger's  case,  issue  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  to  examine  the  validity  of  the  warrant  of 
the  Commissioner ;  yet,  if  the  Circuit  Court  has,  by  such  a 
writ,  examined  its  validity,  pronounced  it  valid,  and  there- 
fore dismissed  the  writ,  and  ordered  the  prisoner  to  be  con- 
tinued in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  this  court  may,  upon  a 
writ  of  h^eas  corpus,  examine  that  decision,  and  reverse  it, 
if  found  erroneous. 

Before  considering  whether  the  decision  in  BurforcCs  ease, 
goes  this  length,  I  think  it  consistent  with  the  profoundeat 
respect  for  the  very  eminent  judges  who  sat  in  that  case,  to 
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say,  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  question  now  made,  was 
by  them  examined  and  considered,  or  that  they  themselves 
would  have  deemed  it  foreclosed  by  that  decision.  Indeed, 
that  they  would  not  have  so  considered,  seems  to  me  from 
the  fact  that,  at  the  term  of  the  court  following  this  decision, 
when  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  moved  for,  to  bring  up  the 
body  of  James  Alexander,  Marshall,  C.  J.,  said: — "The 
whole  subject  will  be  taken  up  de  novo,  without  reference  to 
precedents.  It  is  the  wish  of  this  court  to  have  the  motion 
made  in  a  more  solemn  manner  to-morrow,  when  you  may 
•1 2^1  '^™®  prepiired  to  take  up  *the  whole  ground,  4  Cranch, 
■'  75,  n.  Further  proceedings  upon  this  motion  became 
unnecessary,  in  consequence  of  the  discharge  of  the  prisoner 
by  another  tribunal ;  nut  a  few  days  after,  upon  motions  in 
behalf  of  BoUman  and  Swartwont,  committed  by  the  Circuit 
Court  under  a  chaise  of  treason,  the  court  proceeded  to  bear 
arguments  upon  its  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  writs,  and  in  an 
elaborate  judgment  affirmed  the  jurisdiction  to  examine  a 
cause  of  commitment  by  the  Circuit  Court.  I  cannot  doubt, 
therefore,  that  if  at  that  time  the  further  question  had  arisen 
whether  the  court  had  also  jurisdiction  to  examine  a  cause  of 
commitment  by  a  Commissioner,  after  the  Circuit  Court  had 
reviewed  that  cause,  and  pronounced  it  sufficient,  the  court 
would  have  thought  it  necessary  to  consider  that  question 
also  de  novo,  upon  all  its  grounds,  and  would  not  have  treated 
Burford'g  case  as  a  sufficient  basis  on  which  to  rest  their  deci- 
sion. But,  as  I  understand  Burford's  case,  it  is  clearly  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  case  at  bar.  The  Circuit  Court,  in  that 
case,  did  not  dismiss  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  ;  they  made  an 
order  under  it,  to  imprison  Butfoi-d.  That  order  was,  that  he 
be  remanded  to  jail,  there  to  remain  until  he  should  enter  into 
a  recognizance,  with  surety,  in  the  sum  of  $1000,  for  his  good 
behavior  for  one  year.  This  order  was  the  cause  of  commit- 
ment, and  under  this  order  he  was  held  when  the  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  issued  from  this  court.  It  necessarily  superseded  the 
order  made  by  the  justices  of  the  peace,  which  was,  that  Bur- 
ford  should  be  imprisoned  until  he  should  recognize  in  the 
8um  of  J4000,  with  surety,  to  be  of  good  behavior  indefinitely. 
It  is  true  the  Circuit  Court  did  not  proceed  de  novo,  and 
that  for  this  reason  their  order  was  held  invalid.  But  the 
question  of  jurisdiction  did  not  depend  upon  the  validity  of 
tne  order,  or  the  causes  of  its  itivalidity,  but  simply  upon  the 
fact  that  the  Circuit  Court  caused  the  commitment;  and 
when  it  issued  an  order,  complete  in  itself,  that  Burford 
should  be  imprisoned,  and  by  that  order  superseded  the 
.former  order  of  the  Justices,  the  Circuit  Court  did  an  act 
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which  caused  his  commitmeDt,  and  this  court  might  inquire, 
by  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  into  its  Talidity.  The  distiaction 
between  such  a.  case,  and  one  where  the  Circuit  Court  merely 
dismissed  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  is  to  my  mind  clear. 

And  it  must  be  observed  that  the  question  now  is,  not 
whether  this  court  treated  the  act  o£  the  Circuit  Court  as  the 
cause  of  commitment.  I  have  no  doubt  they  did  so  treat  it, 
and  it  seems  to  have  been  so  considered  in  subsequeut  cases. 
In  Ex  parte  Watkins,  (7  Pet.,  573,)  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  re- 
viewing the  cases  on  the  subject  of  habeas  corpus,  says : — "  In 
£x  parte  Burford,  the  prisoner  was  in  custody  under  a  com- 
mitment by  the  "Circuit  Court,  for  want  of  giving  a  r«ioft 
recognizance  for  his  good  behavior,  as  awarded  by  the  '■ 
court."  So  iu  Metzger's  case,  (5  How.,  189,)  Mr.  Justice 
McLean  says :— "  Ex  parte  Burford  was  a  habeas  corput,  on 
which  the  prisoner,  who  had  been  committed  by  the  Circuit 
Court  in  this  district,  was  discharged,  there  being  no  sufficient 
cause  for  the  commitment," 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  that  the  imprisonment  of  Burford 
was  considered  to  be  under  a  commitment  by  the  Circuit 
Court,  and  the  case  is  an  authority  to  prove  that  when  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  is  returned  in  the  Circuit  Court,  and  that 
court  makes  an  order  imprisoning  the  party,  this  court  may 
review  that  order.  But  it  is  not,  in  my  judgment,  an  author- 
ity to  show  that  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York  did  make  an  order  imprisoning  Kaine.  In  Bur- 
ford'e  case,  the  court  did  not  dismiss  the  writ,  nor  refuse  to 
discharge  the  prisoner  from  the  commitment  by  the  Justices, 
but  made  an  order  which  constituted  a  new  cause  of  commit, 
ment,  and  superseded  the  existing  cause.  In  Koine's  caxe, 
the  Circuit  Court  held  the  existing  cause  to  be  sufficient,  and 
refused  to  interfere  with  it.  In  my  judgment,  these  cases  are 
not  parallel. 

Nor  do  I  consider  the  case  Hx  parte  Watkiiis,  (7  Pet.,  672,) 
to  be  an  authority  that  jurisdiction  exists  in  this  case.  It  is 
only  necessary  to  quote  a  single  passage,  from  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  to  show  that  it  cannot  aid  in  solving  the  question 
which  I  am  now  considering.  "  The  award  of  the  capias  ad 
satisfaciendum  must  be  considered  as  the  act  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  it  being  judicial  process  issuing  under  the  authority 
of  the  court.  The  party  is  in  custody  under  that  process. 
He  is  then  in  custody  in  contemplation  of  law,  under  the 
award  of  process  by  the  court." 

It  is  upon  this  ground  the  decision  is  rested,  and  I  can  find 
nothing  in  it  tending  to  show  that  in  the  case  at  bar  the  act 
■  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  the  cause  of  commitment. 

186 


SUPREME  COURT. 


I  shall  not  particularly  examine  the  other  decisions  of  this 
court,  which  are  still  more  remote  from  the  case  at  bar. 

My  opinion  is,  that  the  cause  of  coaimitment  of  Kaine  ia 
not  the  act  of  the  Circuit  Court,  but  of  the  CommlssioDer, 
and  for  this  reason  the  writ  must  be  refused. 

But  there  is  another  around,  on  which  this  refusal  may  be 
rested.  The  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  was  made  on  the 
9th  day  of  July,  On  the  17th  day  of  Jnlj-,  a  warrant  was 
issued  from  the  Department  of  State,  which  was  in  the  follow- 
ing words : 

Department  op  State,  Washington,  July  17th,  1852. 
To  all  whom  these  prevents  ahall  come,  greeting : — 

WheveJia,  John  F.  Orampton,  Envoy  Extraordinary  and 
•1271  *^'"'^*^''  Plenipotentiary  to  Her  Majesty  the  Queen 
-I  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  hath  made  requisition, 
in  conformity  with  the  10th  article  of  the  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  Great  Britain,  for  the  mutual  surrender  of 
fugitive  criminals,  concluded  at  Washington,  the  9th  day  of 
August,  1842,  for  the  delivery  np  to  justice  of  Thomas  Kaine, 
chanted  with  the  crime  of  assault  with  an  intent  to  commit 
murder,  in  the  county  of  Westmeath,  Ireland. 

And  whereas,  the  said  Thomas  Kaine  hath  been  found  in 
the  State  of  New  York,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States,  and  has,  by  proper  affidavit,  and  in  due  form,  been 
brought  before  Joseph  Bridgham,  a  Commissioner  duly  ap- 
pointed by  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern 
District  of  New  York,  in  the  second  circuit,  for  examination 
of  said  charge  of  assault  with  intent  to  commit  murder.  And 
whereas,  the  said  Commissioner  hath  deemed  the  evidence 
sufGeient  to  authorize  the  commitment  of  said  Thomas  Kaine, 
and  has,  accordingly,  committed  him.  All  of-  which  appears 
by  a  copy  of  the  proceedings  transmitted  to  this  department. 

Now,  these  presents  are  to  require  of  the  United  States 
Marshal  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  or  of  any 
other  public  officer  or  person  having  charee  or  custody  of  said 
Thomas  Kaine,  to  surrender  and  deliver  him  up  to  Anthony 
Barclay,  Her  Britannic  Majesty's  Consul  at  the  Port  of  New 
York,  or  to  any  other  person  or  persons  duly  nnthorized  to 
receive  said  fugitive,  and  conduct  him  to  Great  Britain  for  trial. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  signed  my  name, 
and  caused  the  seal  of  this  Department  to  be  affixed,  at  Wash- 
ington, this  ITth  day  of  July,  a.  d.,  1852.  and  of  the  independ^ 
euoe  of  the  United  States  the  seventy-seventh. 

[SBAL.]  Signed,  W.  Hunteb, 

Actituf  Secretary  of  Statt. 
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Upon  its  face,  this  v^arraut  is  perfectly  regular.  Its  recitals 
set  forth  every  fact  iiecesuary  to  warraut  the  act  of  extradi- 
tion, according  to  the  treaty  au6  the  act  of  Congreas.  It  ap- 
pears, by  the  return  of  the  marshal  upon  the  writ  issued  by 
Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  thut  before  he  received  that  writ,  this 
warrant  had  come  to  his  hands,  and  he  bad,  in  obedience  to 
it,  tendered  Kaine  to  Anthony  Barclay,  who  ezpreaaed  his 
readiness  to  receive  him  ;  and  while  arrangements  were  about 
to  be  made  to  put  Kaine  on  shipboard,  the  writ  of  habea$ 
corpus,  issued  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  suspended  the  further 
execution  of  the  warrant  of  extradition. 

This  warrant  of  extradition  is  the  final  process  under  the 
treaty  and  act  of  Congress.     When  it  comes  to  the  hands  of 
*the  marshal,  he  holds  the  prisoner  for  the  purpose  of  rcioR 
executing  it.     Upon  this  process,  therefore,  Kaine  is  <- 
now  held. 

The  act  of  Congress  requires  the  Judge,  or  Commissioner, 
to  certify  to  ihe  Secretary  of  State  his  finding,  together  with 
a  copy  of  all  the  testimony  taken  before  him,  that  a  warrant 
may  issue  upon  the  requisition  of  the  proper  authorities  of  the 
foreign  government  for  the  surrender  of  the  fugitive,  accord- 
ing to  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty.  Such  a  warrant  having 
issued,  and  its  validity  not  having  been  considered  by  any 
court  of  original  jurisdiction,  in  my  judgment  it  is  not  the 
exercise  of  an  appellate  power  to  examine  its  validity  by  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpus.  It  may  be  true  that,  if  the  proceedings 
before  the  Commissioner  were  to  be  held  void,  tiiis  warrant 
must  also  be  invalid.  Hut  the  question  is  not,  whether  this 
warrant  is  valid,  but  whetlier  we  have  jurisdiction  to  examine 
its  validity.  It  may  also  be  true  that,  if  this  warrant  were 
final  process,  issued  by  the  Circuit  Court,  and  we  had  power 
to  examine  the  legality  of  a  judgment  or  order  of  that  court, 
pursuant  to  which  it  issued,  we  should  also  have  jurisdiction 
upon  a  habeas  corpus,  to  examine  the  validity  of  such  a  war- 
rant, and  of  the  proceedings  of  executive  officers  under  it. 
But  this  warrant  aid  not  emanate  from  the  Circuit  Court,  nor 
does  it  depend,  in  any  way,  upon  its  authority,  nor  is  it  a  legal 
consequence  of  the  action  of  the  Circuit  Court  on  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  or  in  any  other  proceeding.  It  emanates  from 
a  department  of  the  executive,  which  rests  its  action  upon  the 
proceedings  of  the  Commissioner,  and  over  neither  can  this 
court  have,  under  the  Constitution,  nor  has  it  under  the  laws, 
any  appellate  jurisdiction  or  control.  Marbury  v.  Madiion,  1 
Cranch,  137. 

For  the  reason,  then,  that  if  a  writ  of  hfAtat  eorpw  were 
allowed  in  this  case,  the  validity  of  the  warrant  of  extradi- 
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tion  could  Qot  be  examined  here,  I  think  the  writ  ahould  be 
refused. 

In  considering  the  question,  whether  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  has  jurisdiction,  under  the  Constitution  and 
lawB  of  the  United  States,  to  entertain  this  application,  I  have 
not  felt  at  liberty  to  allow  my  judgnieiit  to  be  pressed  upon 
by  the  great  value  of  the  particular  writ  applied  for,  or  the 
propriety  and  expediency  of  a  power  in  this  court  to  review 
the  judgmentB  of  the  Circuit  Courts,  in  cases  affecting  the 
liberty  of  the  citizen.  To  all  that  has  been  said  concerning 
the  preeminent  utility  of  the  writ  of  habeai  corpus,  I  readily 
assent.  But  it  must  be  remembered,  that  the  real  question 
here  is  not,  whether  this  great  writ  shall  be  freely  and  effi- 
ciently used,  but  whether  our  appellate  power  is  large  enough 
to  extend  to  this  case.  The  Circuit  Court  has  power,  upon 
its  own  views  of  the  law,  to  inflict,  not  oiilj'  imprisonment, 
•12Q1  ^^^  even  the  punishment  'of  death,  without  appellate 
J  control  by  this  court.  Even  when  it  is  alleged,  that 
the  proceedings  of  a  circuit  court,  by  which  a  citizen  is  im- 
prisoned, are  coram  nonjudice  and  void,  its  judgment  is  final, 
and  no  relief  can  be  had  here,  by  writ  of  error  or  appeal,  or 
\sy  ht^eag  corput.  Ex  parte  WatMnt,  8  Pet.,  198;  Ex  parte 
Kearney,  7  Wheat.,  38. 

Undoubtedly,  it  would  be  competent  for  Congress  to  do,  in 
cases  like  this,  what  it  has  done  in  a  class  of  cases  somewhat 
analogous.  By  tlie  act  of  Au^st  29,  1842,  (5  Stat,  at  L., 
589,)  when  the  subject  of  a  foreien  government  is  imprisoned 
for  an  act  done  under  the  authority  of  that  government,  and 
a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  issued  by  a  Judge  of  this  Court,  or 
by  a  District  Judge,  an  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court,  and  from 
its  order  to  this  court,  ia  expressly  given. 

It  is  for  Congress  to  determine,  whether  this  class  of  cases 
requires  the  same  privileges.  Until  it  so  determines,  I  must 
give  my  decision  upon  our  jurisdiction,  as,  according  to  my 
judgment,  it  exists,  unaffected  hy  the  consideration,  that  it 
might  he  expedient  to  enlarge  it.  My  opinion  is  that,  if  the 
writ  prayed  for  were  issued,  we  should  not  have  jurisdiction 
to  inquire  into  the  cause  of  commitment  shown  by  the  peti- 
tion, and  consequently  the  writ  should  be  refused.  I  give  no 
opinion  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  cause  of  the  commitment, 
not  deeming  it  to  be  judicially  before  us. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON. 

The  application  for  the  arrest  and  deliveiy  of  Thomas  Kaine 
was  originally  made  on  the  requisition  of  the  British  Consul, 
resident  at  the  port  of  New  York,  before  Joseph  Bridgham, 
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Esq.,  a  United  States  Commissioner  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York.  A  warrant  was  issued  and  the  arrest  made, 
and,  on  the  return  before  this  officer,  an  exaniination  took 
place  upon  a  chaise  that  the  fugitive  had  committed  an  as- 
sault, with  intent  to  murder,  upon  one  James  Balfe,  in  Ire- 
land, on  the  5th  April,  1851.  The  Commissioner,  upon 
bearing  the  allegation  and  proofs,  adjudged  the  prisoner 
guilty,  and  ordered  that  he  be  committed,  in  pursuance  of 
the  treaty,  to  abide  the  order  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  A  petition  was  then  presented  to  the  Circuit  Court 
for  the  Soutliem  District  of  New  York,  holden  by  the  Dis- 
trict Judge,  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  directed  to  the  mar- 
shal, to  bring  up  the  body  of  the  prisoner ;  and  also  a 
certiorari  to  the  Commissioner  to  bring  up  the  proceedings 
that  had  taken  place  before  him  ;  and  upon  a  full  review  of 
all  these  proceedings,  on  the  9th  July,  1852,  adjudged  that 
the  commitment  and  detention  were  for  suflicient  cause,  and 
ordered  that  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  be  dismissed,  and  the. 
prisoner  be  •remanded,  and  continued  in  the  custody  p,, «. 
of  the  marshal,  under  said  commitment.  On  the  17th  *■ 
July,  copies  of  these  proceedings  having  been  forwarded  to 
the  Department  of  State,  at  Washington,  the  Acting  Secre- 
tary issued  his  warrant  to  the  marshal  having  the  custody  of 
the  prisoner,  directing  that  he  be  surrendered  to  Mi'.  Barclay, 
the  British  Consul,  or  to  any  other  person  or  persons  duly 
authorized  to  receive  the  fugitive  and  transport  him  to  Great 
Britain  for  trial.  On  the  22d  July,  a  petition  was  presented 
to  me,  at  my  chambers,  in  Cooperstown,  on  behalf  of  the 
prisoner,  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  which  I  declined  allow- 
ing until  the  whole  of  the  proceedings  that  had  already  taken 
place  in  the  matter  were  laid  before  me.  Copies  of  them  were 
subsequently  furnished,  and,  upon  an  examination,  being  sat- 
isfied that  the  Commissioner  had  no  juiisdiction  over  the  case, 
I  allowed  the  writ,  on  the  8d  of  August,  returnable  before 
me,  at  my  chambers,  on  the  11th  of  the  same  month,  and 
which  return  was  made  accordingly.  As  the  case  was  one  in 
which  I  entertained  a  different  opinion  from  that  of  the  tribu- 
nals before  whom  the  proceedings  had  taken  place,  not  only 
as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commissioner,  but  also  in  respect 
to  their  interpretation  of  the  treaty,  and  act  of  Congress 
passed  to  carry  it  into  effect ;  and,  as  the  questions  involved 
were  of  considerable  interest  of  themselves,  and  concerned 
deeply  the  two  nations  who  were  parties  to  the  treaty,  on  the 
return  to  the  writ  I  entered  an  order,  directing  that  the  case 
be  heard  before  all  tlie  Judges,  at  the  commencement  of  the 
next  term  of  this  court,    ^e  case  has  now  been  heard  in  fall 

189 


SUPUKME  COURT. 


bench,  and  I  ain  inclined  to  concur  nith  my  brethren,  that  we 
cannot  entertain  jurisdiction  of  it  upon  my  allowance  of  the 
writ  and  adjournment  of  the  pniceedings  to  be  heard  in  this 
court.  The  practice  is  a  familiar  one,  in  the  proceedings 
under  thia  writ,  before  the  King's  Bench,  in  England.  1 
Burr.,  460,  542,  606  ;  Com.  Dig.,  Ht^eas  Corpus,  3d  ed. ;  Bl. 
Com.,  131 ;  9  Ad.  &  Ell.,  731,  Leonard  Watson's  etue,  and 
which  furnished  the  precedent  for  that  adopted  by  me  in  this 
case.  That,  however,  is  an  original  proceeding  ;  and,  in  cases 
where  the  court  has  original  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine the  matters  upon  the  return,  and  where  the  hearing  may 
be  had  either  before  one  of  the  Justices,  at  chambers,  or  in 
full  bench.  But,  according  to  the  settled  course  of  decisions 
in  this  court,  we  can  only  issue  the  writ  and  entertain  juris- 
diction of  the  matters  set  forth  on  the  return,  in  the  exercise 
of  our  appellate  power.  United  ^States  v.  Hamilton,  S  Dall., 
17  ;  Ux  parte  Biirford,  3  Cranch,  448 ;  Ex  parte  BoUman  and 
Swartwout,  4  Id.,'  7.5;  Ex  parte  Keamey^l  Wheat..  38;  Ex 
parte  Watkins,  3  Pet.,  193 ;  7  Id.,  568 ;  Ex  parte  Metzger,  5 
How.,  189.  And,  as  the  power  cannot  be  exercised  by  one 
•1311  "^^  ^^^  'Justiees,  at  chambers,  there  may  be  ground 
-'  for  a  distinction  between  the  proceedings,  under  the 
writ,  in  this  court  and  in  the  King's  Bench.  The  issuing  of 
the  writ,  and  proceedings  before  me,  at  chambers,  under  it, 
must  undoubtedly  be  regarded  as  an  original  proceeding,  and 
not  in  the  exercise  of  an  appellate  power.  If  this  conclusion 
be  a  sound  one,  the  remedy  for  the  defect  in  the  law  must  be 
sought  in  Congress,  who  can  make  provision  for  the  issuing 
of  the  writ  in  vacation  as  well  as  in  term,  in  aU  cases  where 
this  court  possesses  jurisdiction  to  entertain  proceedings 
under  it.  The  right  of  the  citizen  to  appeal  to  the  court  for 
the  benefit  of  this  great  writ,  in  case  of  an  illegal  restraint 
of  his  liberty,  ought  not  to  be  restricted  to  the  time  of  its 
sitting ;  but,  as  in  all  other  oases  where  its  jurisdiction  may 
be  exercised,  provision  should  be  made  for  instituting  the 
proceeding  ia  vacation.  The  prisoner  has  now  presented  to 
this  court  a  petition,  praying  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  be 
directed  to  the  marshal,  that  he  may  be  brought  up,  together 
with  the  ground  of  his  commitment ;  and,  also,  for  a  certiorari 
to  the  Circuit  Court,  to  bring  up  the  proceedings  that  have 
taken  place  in  that  court,  which  disembarrasses  the  case  of  all 
exceptions  to  the  form  of  the  application ;  and  the  return  of 
the  marshal  and  the  proceedings  before  the  Circuit  Court 
being  now  before  us,  on  this  preliminary  motion,  by  the  agree- 
ment of  the  counsel,  the  case  is  in  a  situation  to  enable  us  to 
express  an  opinion  upon  the  merits.  It  is  objected,  that  this 
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court  cSDDot  eDtertain  jutisdiction  of  the  case,  even  upon  the 
petition,  retoin  of  the  marshal,  and  of  the  proceedings  before 
the  Circuit  Court  to  the  certiorari,  for  the  reason,  it  appears, 
as  supposed,  that  the  prisouer  is  held  in  confinement  under 
the  warrant  of  the  Commissioner,  and  not  under  the  decision 
and  order  of  the  Circuit  Court ;  that  this  court  cannot  reach 
and  review  the  proceedings  before  the  Commissioner,  by  vir- 
tue of  this  writ,  in  the  exercise  of  its  appellate  power,  but 
can  only  reach  and  review  the  praceedings  and  order  of  the 
Circuit  Court ;  and,  as  the  confinement  of  the  prisoner  is  not 
under  or  in  pursuance  of  the  order  of  that  court,  the  proceed- 
ings under  the  writ  here  would  be  a  nullity.  The  first  case 
in  which  this  question  was  discussed  at  large  by  counsel  and 
by  the  court  was  that  of  Mt  parte  Bollman  and  Swartwout. 
They  were  in  confinemeut  in  this  district,  under  a  warrant 
from  the  Circuit  Court,  upon  a  charge  of  treason  against  the 
United  States.  Two  objections  were  taken  to  the  power  of 
this  court  to  issue  the  writ  to  bring  up  the  prisoners :  Ist, 
that  it  involved  the  exercise  of  an  original  jurisdiction,  not 
given  by  the  Constitution ;  and,  2d,  that,  if  it  was  the  exer- 
cise of  an  appellate  power,  it  was  not  within  the  14th  section 
of  the  Judiciary  Act,  'which  alone  conferred  the  au-  v*,\oq 
thority  to  issue  this  writ.  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  '- 
who  delivered  the  opinion  in  that  case,  admitted  the  power 
could  not  be  exercised  as  a  part  of  the  original  jurisdiction  of 
the  court;  but  held,  that  it  possessed  jurisdiction,  as  an  ap- 
pellate power,  under  this  14th  section.  After  answering  the 
argument,  that  the  power  to  award  the  wiit  was  limited  by 
that  section  to  causes  pending  in  this  court,  in  which  it  was 
necessary,  in  order  to  enable  it  to  make  a  final  decision  in  the 
case,  he  observed  that  the  proviso  to  the  section  extended  to 
the  whole  of  it ;  that  proviso  is  as  follows : 

That  writs  of  habem  corpus  shall  in  no  case  extend  to 
prisoners  in  jail,  unless  where  they  are  in  custody  under  or 
by  color  of  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  or  are  com- 
mitted for  trial  before  some  court  of  the  same,  or  are  neces- 
sary-to  be  brought  into  court  to  testiiy. 

And  that,  construing  the  section  with  reference  to  this 
proviso,  the  power  of  the  court  to  issue  the  writ  extended  to 
all  cases  where  the  prisoner  was  restrained  of  his  liberty, 
under  the  authority  of  the  federal  government.  The  same 
principle  is  derived  from  that  section,  as  stated  by  Mr. 
Justice  McLean  in  JEx  parte  Dorr,  3  How.,  103-105.  "  The 
power  given  to  the  courts,"  he  observes,  "  in  this  section  to 
issue  writs  of  scire  facias,  habeas  corpus,  &c. ;  aS' regards  the 
writ  of  habea*  corpus,  is  restricted  by  the  proviso  to  cases 
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where  a  prisoner  is  in  custody  under  or  hy  color  of  the 
authority  of  the  United  States,  or  has  been  committed  for 
trial  before  some  court  of  the  same,  or  ia  neceasajT  to  be 
brought  into  court  to  testify.  This  is  so  clear,"  be  observes, 
"  from  the  language  of  the  section,  that  any  illustration  of  it 
would  seem  to  be  unnecessary  The  words  of  the  proviso 
are  unambiguous.  They  admit  of  but  one  construction."  If 
this  construction  of  the  section  is  to  be  midntai&ed,  (and  the 
case  Ux  parte  BoUman  and  Steartwout  was  Tery  fully  and 
deiiberat^y  considered,)  then  it  is  manifest  the  power  to 
issue  this  great  writ  for  the  security  of  the  liberty  of  the 
citizen,  is  much  broader  than  has  been  contended  for  on 
behalf  of  the  prisoner  in  the  case  before  us.  Samilton'a  cate, 
decided  in  1795,  led  the  way  to  the  decision  in  Bollman  and 
Swartwout.  That  case  repudiates  the  idea,  that  the  power 
to  issue  the  writ  is  limited  to  instances  where  the  proceeding 
is  ancillary  to  the  determination  of  a  suit  pending.  Hamit 
ton  was  in  jail  on  a  warrant  issued  by  the  District  Judge,  at 
chambers,  upon  a  ch^^e  of  treason.  Chief  Justice  MarshaJl, 
in  Bx  parte  Tobiat  Watkini,  (8  Pet.,  208,)  observes  that  in 
the  case  of  Bollman  and  Swartwout,  the  haheai  corput  was 
awarded  on  the  same  pi'inciple  on  which  it  was  awarded  in 
HamiltorCs  ease ;  nud,  in  £x  parte  Kearney,  Mr.  Justice 
Story,  in  stating  the  points  in  the  case,  observes,  "  the  first  is 
*1^V\  "^^^^^^^  '^^  "*^^  *this  court  has  authority  to  issue  a 
J  habeas  corpus  where  a  person  is  in  jail  under  the  war- 
rant or  order  of  any  other  court  of  the  United  States."  And 
then  says,  "  that  it  ia  unnecessary  to  say  more  than  that  the 
point  has  already  passed  in  rem  judicatam  in  this  court.  In 
the  case  of  Bollman  and  Swartwout,  it  was  expressly  decided, 
upon  full  argument,  that  this  court  possessed  such  authority, 
and  the  question  has  ever  since  been  considered  at  rest."  In 
the  case  of  Ex  parte  Watkint,  reported  in  7  Pet.,  568,  there  is 
a  still  stronger  exercise  of  the  power  to  issue  this  writ.  In 
that  case  the  prisoner  was  in  custody  of  the  marshal  under 
three  executions  legulnrly  issued  out  of  the  Circuit  Court, 
but  their  efficacy  had  expired  by  the  neglect  of  the  mai-shal 
to  bring  in  tlie  body  on  the  retiini  day.  The  error  or  wrong- 
ful detention  lay  wholly  with  tlie  marshal,  and  yet  this  court 
issued  the  habeat  corpus,  and  discharged  the  prisoner.  The 
case  stands  upon  the  principle  decided  in  ffamilton's  case,  and 
in  Bollman  and  Swartwout,  that  the  writ  may  issue  in  all 
cases  where  the  prisoner  is  in  custody  under  and  by  color  of 
the  authority  of  the  United  States.  In  the  case  Ex  parte 
Metzger,  the  prisoner  was  committed  to  the  custody  of  the 
marshal  by  the  District  Judge,  at  his  chambers,  under  the 
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Freuch  treaty  of  extradition.  Tliia  court  held  that  they  pos- 
sessed no  power  to  issue  the  writ  of  habeaa  corpus,  inaamuch 
as  the  order  of  commitnteot  had  been  made  at  chambers  and 
not  in  court.  This  case  undoubtedly  stands  alone,  and  has 
very  much  narrowed  the  power  of  the  court  in  issuing  this 
great  writ  in  favor  of  the  liberty  of  the  citizen,  from  that  re- 
peatedly asserted  iu  previous  cases.  But  I  do  not  propose  to 
disturb  it.  For  the  case  before  us  is  within  the  doctrine  of 
tliis  case,  and  of  every  other  that  has  heretofore  been  passed 
upon  by  the  court,  as  I  shall  proceed  briefly  to  show.  The 
haheas  corpus,  which  was  issued  in  the  case  before  us,  by  the 
coui't  below,  to  the  marshal,  brought  up  the  body  of  the 
prisoner,  aud  also  the  warrant  of  commitment,  into  that 
court,  and  the  certiorari  to  the  Commissioner  brought  uj)  the 
record,  or  tenor  of  the  record  of  the  proceedings  before  him, 
upon  which  the  warrant  had  issued.  The  whole  case,  there- 
fore, was  in  that  court.  And  pending  the  examination  or 
hearing,  the  prisoner,  in  all  cases,  on  the  return  of  the  writ, 
is  detained,  not  on  the  original  warrant,  but  under  the 
authority  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus.  He  may  be  bailed  on 
the  return  de  die  in  diem,  or  be  remanded  to  the  same  jail 
whence  he  came,  or  to  any  other  place  of  safe  keeping  nnder 
the  control  of  the  court,  or  officer  issuing  the  writ,  and  by  it* 
order  brought  up  from  time  to  time,  till  the  court  or  officer 
determines  whether  it  is  proper  to  discharge  or  leiuand  him 
absolutely.  The  King's  Bench  may,  pending  the  hearing, 
remand  to  the  same  prison  or  to  their  own,  "the  Mar-  [-■104 
shalsea.  The  efficacy  of  the  original  commitment  is  '- 
superseded  by  this  writ  while  the  proceedings  under  it  are 
pending,  and  the  safe  keeping  of  the  prisoner  is  entirely 
under  ^e  authority  and  direction  of  the  court  issuing  it,  or 
to  which  the  return  is  made.  Bacon,  title  Habeas  Corpus,  B., 
12;  5  Mod.,  22,  The  King  v.  Bethel;  Comyn,  title  Habeas 
Oorput;  1  Vent.,  330,  346  ;  3  East,  156  ;  1  Barn.  &  C,  358; 
4  Bam.  &  A.,  295.  Holt,  Chief  Justice,  observed,  in  The 
King  v.  Bethel,  when  a  man  comes  in  by  haheas  corpus,  by 
the  power  of  the  court,  he  may  be  bailed  to  appear  de  die  in 
diem,  till  the  case  is  determined,  and  then  he  may  be  re- 
manded to  the  same  prison.'  "  By  the  petition  of  right,"  he 
^^n  remarks,  "  we  are  to  bail  or  discharge  in  three  days, 
but  when  we  bail  (that  is,  de  die  in  diem)  and  afterwards 
remand  him,  it  is  no  escape,  for  the  entry  is  '  remittitur,^  and 
that  is  a  commitment  grounded  on  the  old  one." 
The  Circuit  Court,  in  the  case  before  us,  after  reviewing  the 
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proceedings  on  the  return  of  the  writ,  and  also  to  the  certio- 
rari, arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  they  were  regular  and 
legal ;  and,  to  use  its  own  words, — 

"  Accordingly  adjudges  that  the  commitment  and  imprison- 
ment of  the  prisoner,  for  the  cauHea  in  the  return  to  the  ^- 
heas  corpue,  in  the  case  set  forth,  are  sufficient  cause  and  war- 
rant in  taw  for  bis  detention  by  the  marshal.  Therefore,  it  is 
ordered  by  the  court  that  the  writ,  &c.,  be  dismissed,  and  that 
the  prisoner  be  remanded,  and  continued  in  the  custody  of 
the  marshal,  under  aucli  his  arrest  and  commitment  by  the 
aforesaid  process,"  meaning  the  original  warrant  of  the  Com- 
missioner. 

The  question  here  is,  whether,  upon  the  law  governing  the 
writ  of  habeas  norput,  and  to  which  I  have  referred,  and  upon 
this  judgment  of  the  court,  the  prisoner  is  or  is  not  held  in 
confinement  under  the  order  of  the  Circuit  Court.  If  he  is, 
it  is  admitted  by  all  that  this  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  case, 
and  is  bound  to  revise  that  decision.  That  court  not  only 
adjudges  the  commitment  and  imprisonment  lawful,  but  di- 
rects the  prisoner  to  be  remanded,  which,  saj-s  Holt,  Chief 
Justice,  is  a  commitment  grounded  on  the  old  cue ;  and, 
further,  (which  was  superfluous,)  the  order  directs  that  he 
shall  be  continued  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  under  the 
old  commitment.  How  it  can  be  said,  iu  view  of  the  law  gov- 
erning this  writ,  and  of  the  form  of  the  judgment  of  the  oourt 
below,  that  the  prisoner  is  not  in  confinement  under  that 
judgment,  but  simply  under  the  process  of  the  Commissioner, 
without  dependence  upon  that  judgment,  I  admit  I  am  incap- 
able of  comprehending.  But  if  any  further  authority  is  want- 
ing upon  this  question,  I  will  refer  to  an  early  case  in  this 
court.  Ex  parte  Bwrford,  3  Cranch,  448.  That  was  a  commits 
aiQE.!  meiit  by  magistrates  in  this  district.  The  'case  was 
J  reviewed  on  writ  of  habeae  eorput  by  the  Circuit  Court, 
and  the  prisoner  remanded;  afterwards,  a  writ,  issued  from 
this  court,  bringing  up  the  prisoner,  and  also  the  proceedings 
which  were  before  the  court  below.  This  court  discharged 
the  prisoner,  saying  that  the  warrant  of  commitment  by  the 
magistrates  was  illegal,  for  not  stating  the  cause  of  ciimniit- 
nient — that  the  Circuit  Court  had  revised  the  proceedings 
and  corrected  two  of  the  errors  of  the  magistrates  and  left  the 
rest.  The  case,  iu  principle,  is  not  distiiiguiahable  from  the 
one  before  us.  Here  the  Circuit  Court  has  corrected  none  of 
the  errors  of  the  Commissioner,  if  any,  but  confirmed  all  of 
them,  and  recommitted  the  prisoner  to  the  custody  of  the 
marshal.  It  has  been  argued  that  great  iiicoiiveuiiince  would 
arise,  if  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  could  issue  from  this  oour^ 
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into  any  part  of  the  Union  to  bring  up  a  priBoner  on  a  peti- 
tion that  he  was  illegally  restrained  of  his  liberty  under  the 
authori^  of  the  United  States,  as  the  proceeding  must  be 
attended  with  delay  and  expense,  by  reason  of  the  ^eat  ex- 
tent of  our  territory.  But,  it  must  be  remerabereo  that,  in 
the  case  of  a  right  of  property  involved,  dependent  upon  the 
laws  of  the  Union,  and  a  deciaion  against  it,  the  party  against 
whom  a  decision  haa  been  made  in  a  State  court,  however 
email  the  amount  in  controversy,  is  entitled  to  a  writ  of  error 
to  this  court,  to  bring  up  the  case  for  review,  by  the  25th 
section  of  the  same  act  in  which  this  14th  section  is  found. 
And  I  am  yet  to  learn  that  the  right  of  the  liberty  of  the  cit- 
izen is  not  ai3  dear  to  him,  and  entitled  to  be  guarded  vrith 
equal  care  by  the  Constitution  and  laws,  as  the  right  of  prop- 
erty, notwithstanding  the  supposed  inconvenience.  Such  baa 
heretofore  been,  as  we  have  seen,  the  opinion  in  this  court, 
when  dealing  with  the  writ  in  question  ;  and  I  will  simply 
add,  in  the  langu^e  of  Chief  Justice  Denman,  in  the  case  of 
the  Canadian  prisoners,  "  that  it  seems  to  me  that  we  would 
be  tampering  with  this  great  remedy  of  the  subject,  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus,  if  we  did  not  say  that  we  would  abide  by  the 

Sractice  we  nnd,  and  deal  with  this  as  it  has  been  formerly 
ealt  with."  I  am  satisfied,  therefore,  that  this  court  has 
jurisdiction  to  issue  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  to  inquire  into 
the  legality  of  the  commitment  below ;  and,  as  the  whole  case 
is  before  us  on  this  motion,  by  the  stipulations  of  the  parties, 
shall  proceed  to  an  examination  of  the  questions  raised  upon 
the  merits. 

tt  may,  I  think,  be  assumed,  at  this  day,  as  an  undoubted 
principle  of  this  government,  that  its  jiimcial  tribunals  pos- 
sess no  power  to  arrest,  and  surrender  to  a  foreign  country, 
fugitives  from  justice,  except  as  authorized  by  treaty  stipula- 
tions, and  acts  of  Oongress  passed  in  pursuance  thereof. 
Whether  Congress  could  confer  the  power  independently  of 
a  *treaty,  is  a  question  not  necessarily  involved  in  this  r«-|og 
case,  and  need  not  be  examined.  Jf  it  wns,  as  at  pres-  '- 
ent  advised,  I  am  free  to  say  that  I  have  found  no  such  power 
in  any  article  or  clause  of  the  Constitution,  delegated  to  that 
body  by  the  people  of  the  States.  It  belongs  to  the  treaty-mak- 
ing power,  and  to  that  alone,  and  its  exercise  is  dependent  upon 
the  executive  department,  with  the  concurrence  of  two  thirds 
of  the  Senators,  and  such  I  think  has  been  the  practical  con- 
struction given  to  the  Constitution  since  the  foundation  of 
the  government.  We  must  look,  therefore,  to  the  provisions 
of  the  treaty  with  Great  Britain,  and  the  act  of  Congress 
passed  in  pursuance  thereof,  for  the  authority  to  be  exercised 
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by  the  judiciary  in  the  surrender  of  the  alleged  fugitive  in 
question,  and  by  these  provLsiouB  and  act,  ascertain  and  de- 
termine whether  or  not  the  proceedings  in  the  tribunals  below, 
who  have  oriiered  a  surrender,  are  in  couformity  with  them, 
and  warranted  bylaw.  By  the  treaty,  "it  is  agreed,  that  the 
United  States  and  Her  Britannic  Majesty,  shall,  upon  mutual 
requisitions  by  them,  or  their  ministers,  officers,  or  authori- 
tiea,  respectively  mode,  deliver  up  to  justice,  all  persona  who, 
being  charged  with  the  crime  of  murder,"  &c. ;  "  and  the  re- 
spective judges  and  other  m^strates  of  the  two  governments 
shall  have  power,  jurisdiction,  and  authority,  upon  complaint, 
made  under  oath,  to  issue  a  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of 
the  fugitive,"  &o. 

In  the  case  before  us.  Her  Britannic  Majesty's  Consul  at  the 
port  of  New  York  made  a  requisition  and  complaint,  before 
one  of  the  United  States  Commissioners,  against  the  fugitive 
in  0  uestiou, — upon  which  a  warrant  was  issued  and  the  arrest 
made,  and,  after  an  examination  into  the  charge,  committed, 
for  the  purpose  of  being  surrendered.  No  demand  was  made 
upon  this  government,  by  the  government  of  Great  Britain, 
claiming  the  surrender.  This  government  was  passed  by,  and 
the  requisition  made  by  the  Consul,  directly  upon  the  m^s- 
trate,  on  the  ground,  as  contended  for,  namely,  that  the  con- 
sent or  authority  of  the  Executive  is  unnecessary  to  warrant 
the  institution  of  the  proceedings ;  and,  in  support  of  their 
propriety  and  regularity,  the  position  is  broadly  taken,  and 
without  which  the  proceedings  cannot  be  upheld,  that  accord- 
ing to  the  true  interpretation  of  the  treaty,  any  officer  of 
Great  Britain,  however  inferior,  properly  represents  the 
sovereign  of  that  country,  who  may  choose  to  prosecute  the 
alleged  fugitive  in  making  the  requisition,  and  is  entitled  to 
the  obedience  of  the  judicial  tribunals  for  that  purpose,  and 
if  sufficient  evidence  Is  produced  before  them,  to  arrest  and 
commit  that  a  surrender  may  be  made;  and,  that  in  this 
respect,  such  officer  is  put  on  the  footing  of  any  of  the  prose- 
*l^^^  ''"'"'S  officers  of  this  government,  who  are  'authorized 
-I  to  institute  criminal  proceedings  for  a  violation  of  ite 
laws;  that  the  country  is  open  to  him,  throughout  the  limits 
of  the  Union,  and  the  judicial  tribunals  bound  to  obedience 
on  bis  requisition  and  proofs,  to  make  the  arrest  and  commit- 
ment. This  is  the  ai^ument.  Now,  upon  recurring  to  the 
terms  of  the  treaty,  it  will  be  seen,  I  think,  that  no  such  stipu- 
lations were  entered  into,  or  intended  to  be  entered  into,  by 
either  government,  or  any  authority  conferred  to  justify  such 
a  proceeding.  The  two  nations  agree  that  upon  "mutual 
requisition  by  them,  or  their  officers  or  authorities  respec- 
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lively  made  " — ^that  is,  on  a  requisition  made  by  the  one  gov- 
ernment, or  by  its  ministers  or  officere  properly  authorized, 
upon  the  other, — the  government,  upon  whom  the  demand  is 
thus  made,  shall  deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons  charged  with 
the  crimes,  as  provided  in  the  treaty,  who  shall  have  sought  &n 
asylum  within  her  territorieB.  In  other  words,  on  a  demand, 
made  by  the  authority  of  Great  Britain  upon  this  government, 
it  shall  deliver  up  the  fugitive ;  and  so  in  respect  to  a  demand 
by  the  authority  of  this  government  upon  ner.  This  is  the 
exact  stipulstion  entered  into,  when  plainly  interpreted.  It 
is  a  compact  between  the  two  nations  in  respect  to  a  matter 
of  national  concern — the  punishment  of  criminal  offenders 
against  their  laws — and  where  the  guilty  party  could  be  tried 
and  punished  on^  within  the  jurisdiction  whose  laws  have 
been  violated,  llie  duty  or  obligation  entered  into,  is  the 
duty  or  obligation  of  the  respective  nations,  and  each  is  bound 
to  see  that  it  is  fulfilled,  and  each  is  responsible  to  the  other 
in  case  of  a  violation.  When  the  ca»ug  fcederit  occurs,  the 
requisition  or  demand  must  be  made  by  the  one  nation  upon 
the  other.  And  upon  our  system  of  government,  a  demand 
upon  the  nation  must  be  made  upon  the  President,  who  has 
charge  of  all  its  foreign  relations,  and  with  whom  onlv  foreign 
governments  are  authorized,  or  even  permitted,  to  hold  any 
communication  of  a  national  concern.  He  alone  is  authorized, 
by  the  Constitution,  to  negotiate  with  foreign  governments, 
and  enter  into  treaty  obligations  binding  uiion  the  nation ; 
and,  in  respect  to  all  questions  arising  out  of  these  obligations, 
or  relating  to  our  foreign  relations,in  which  other  governments 
are  interested,  application  must  be  made  to  him.  A  requisition 
or  demand,  therefore,  upon  this  government,  must,  under  any 
treaty  stipulation,  be  made  upon  the  Executive,  and  cannot  bo 
made  through  any  other  department,  or  in  any  other  w«y. 
Judge  Marshall,  in  his  celebrated  argument  in  the  case  of 
Jonathan  Robbiua,  who  was  demanded  by  Great  Britain, 
under  the  treaty  of  1795,  and  from  whioh  this  part  of  the 
treaty  of  1842  was  taken  almost  vtrhatim,  speaking  of  the 
requisition  in  that  case,  observes : 

'"That  the  case  was,  in  its  nature,  a  national  demand,  r«i  go 
made  upon  the  nation.  The  parties  were  the  two  ^ 
nations.  They  cannot  come  into  court  to  litigate  their  claims, 
nor  can  a  court  decide  on  tiiem.  Of  consequence,  the  de- 
mand is  not  a  case  of  judicial  cognizance.  He  further 
observes,  tiiat  "the  President  is  the  sole  oi^^  of  the  nation, 
in  its  external  relations,  and  its  sole  representative  with  for- 
eign natioDB.  Of  consequence,  the  demand  of  a  foreign 
nation  can  only  be  made  on  him."    Again,  he  says :  "  Tie 
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departmeot,  which  is  intrusted  with  the  whole  foreign  inter- 
course of  the  nation,  with  the  negotiations  of  all  treaties, 
with  the  power  of  demanding  a  reciprocal  performance  of  the 
article,  which  ia  accountable  to  the  nation  for  the  violation  of 
its  engagements  with  foreign  nations,  and  for  the  conse- 
quences resulting  from  such  violation,  seems  the  proper  de- 
partment to  be  intrusted  with  the  execution  of  a  national 
contract,  like  that  under  consideration." 

The  idea  of  a  requisition  of  a  foreign  nation  upon  the  judi- 
ciary of  another,  much  more  upon  the  humble  magistrate  of 
another,  demanding,  as  of  right,  the  fulfilment  of  treaty  obli> 
gations,  is  certainly  novel,  and  one  that  I  would  uot  wiUingly 
attribute  to  the  distinguished  men  who  negotiated  this  oue, 
nor  to  the  governments  that  ratified  it.  So  extraordinary  an 
interpretation  ought  not  to  be  given  to  the  instrument,  unless 
upon  the  plainest  and  most  imperative  terms.  It  does  great 
injustice  to  both  nations.  The  proceedings,  consequent  upon 
it,  eomprorait  the  character  and  dignity  of  the  one  making 
the  demand,  and  are  disrespectful  to  the  other,  and  may  be 
dangerous  to  the  liberty  of  the  citizen.  The  record  before  us 
shows,  that  a  requisition,  with  due  solemnity,  was  made  upou 
the  Commissioner,  in  this  case,  by  Her  Britannic  Majesty's 
government,  through  her  Consul,  and  seems  to  imply,  that 
the  magistiate  is  to  act  under  the  power  and  authority  of  that 
government,  rather  than  in  obedience  to  the  laws  of  his  own ; 
and  that  a  refusal  to  act  would  be  a  contempt  of  that  author- 
ity, imd  of  the  eamK  ftederia  of  a  treaty  obligation.  If  any 
fui'tliei'  argument  was  wanting  for  the  interpretation  of  the 
treaty  for  which  I  am  contending,  I  might  refer  to  that  given 
by  the  authority  of  Great  Britain,  in  providing  by  act  of 
Parliament  for  carrying  it  into  execution  on  her  part. 

By  tjie  6th  and  7th  Victoria,  chapter  76,  it  is  enacted, 
"  That,  in  case  a  requisition  shall  at  any  time  be  made  by 
the  authority  of  the  United  States,  in  pursuance  of,  and 
according  to  the  said  treaty  for,  the  delivery  of  any  person 
chained  with  the  crime  of  murder,  &c.,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  Secretaries  of  State,  or,  in 
Ireland,  for  the  Chief  Secretary  of  the  Lord-Lieutenant  of 
•ISQl  i'"^'*"'^'  '^'"^  '"  *°y  *of  "^  Majesty's  colonies  or  pos- 
J  sessions  abroad,  for  the  officer  administering  the  gov- 
ernment of  any  such  colony  or  possession,  by  warrant  under 
his  hand  and  seal,  to  signify  that  such  requisition  has  been  so 
made,  and  to  require  all  justices  of  the  peace,  and  magistrates 
and  officers  of  justice,  within  the  several  jurisdictions,  to 
govern  themselves  accordingly,  &c. ;  and  thereupon  it  shall 
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be  lawful  for  any  justice  of  the  peace,  &g.,  to  examine  upon 
oath  any  person  or  persons,  toucmiig  the  chai^,"  &c. 

Now,  it  will  be  seen  that,  according  to  the  interpretation 
given  to  the  treaty  by  Great  Britaiii,  the  requisition  for  the 
delivery  of  the  fugitive  must  be  made  by  the  President  upon 
that  government,  and  its  warrant  obtained,  before  any  magis- 
trate within  her  dominion  is  authorized  to  act  in  the  matter. 
The  act  of  Parliament  deals  with  the  treaty  as  regulating  a 
matter  of  national  concern,  and  in  respect  to  which  both  na- 
tions must  act  in  carrying  into  execution  its  stipulations ; 
and  it  is  only  after  both  have  acted,  and  an  authority  obtained 
for  the  surrender,  that  the  power  of  the  judiciary  can  be 
called  into  requLsition.  I  am  satisfied  this  is  a  sound  inter- 
pretation of  ita  provisions,  and  is  one,  while  it  secureH  the 
punishment  of  the  offender,  guards  the  citizens  and  subjects 
of  the  respective  countries  E^ainst  any  abuse  of  the  power. 
While  its  exercise  is  thus  kept  under  the  supervision  and 
control  of  the  two  governments,  there  can  be  no  danger  of 
its  being  perverted,  to  the  purposes  of  private  malice  and  re- 
venge, which  might  justly  be  apprehended,  if  left  to  the  un- 
restrained discretinii  of  the  suboidiiiute  ofGcers  of  either. 
The  construct  ion,  against  which  I  am  contending,  would  refer 
the  execution  of  the  treaty  to  the  subordinate  and  inferior 
agents  of  both  governments,  so  far  as  the  surrender  of  the 
fugitive,  on  our  part,  is  concerned  ;  for^  as  I  understand  that 
construction,  any  subordinate  officer  of  Great  Britain  may 
make  the  requisition  directly  upon  the  mf^istrate,  for  the 
apprehension  and  committal;  and,  upon  such  commitment 
being  communicated  to  the  government,  the  Secretary  of 
State  issues  his  warrant  that  the  prisoner  be  delivered  to  the 
British  authorities.  And,  as  I  am  advised,  that  department 
decided,  in  the  case  before  us,  that  the  government  would  not 
go  behind  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner,  adjudging  the 
prisoner  guilty.  Thus,  the  whole  of  the  proceeding  in  the 
exercise  of  this  high  and  delicate  power,  if  the  requisition  of 
the  President,  in  trie  first  place,  is  dispensed  with,  would  pass 
out  of  the  hands  and  beyond  the  control  of  the  govennnent. 
This  seems  to  be  the  result  of  the  American  interpretation  of 
the  treaty,  sought  to  be  established.  It  has  been  argued  that, 
in  Metzger's  case,  in  which  demand  was  made  by  the  French 
government,  under  the  treaty  of  November  9,  1848,  the 
■Executive  declined  to  act  until  an  application  had  rt-iAn 
been  made  to  the  judiciary,  and  that  this  construction  *- 
was  sanctioned  by  the  court  in  that  case.  The  treaty,  in  ex- 
pi-ess  terms,  requires  the  requisition  to  be  made  through  the 
diplomatic  agents  of  the  respective  governments ;  but  that 
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the  surrender  shall  not  be  made  until  tlie  crime  is  established 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  country  tn  which  the  fugitive  is 
found.  In  that  case,  the  requiaition  was  made  upon  the 
Executive  by  the  diplomatic  t^ent  of  France,  who  was  referred 
to  the  judiciary.  The  application  to  the  judiciary,  therefore, 
was  with  the  approbation  of  this  government.  How  format 
it  was  given,  does  not  appear  in  the  case.  The  same  practice 
was  adopted  by  the  Executive,  in  the  case  of  Jonathan  Rob- 
bins.  There,  on  the  requisition  made  by  Gi-eat  Britain  upon 
the  President,  he  referred  the  case  to  a  Judge  of  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States,  to  inquire  into  the  facta  and 
determine  whether  or  not  he  was  guilty  of  the  offence  charged 
i^inst  him.  And  it  is  upon  this  construction,  given  to  the 
treaty  of  1796,  upon  which  all  our  subsequent  ti-eaties  of  ex- 
tradition seem  to  have  been  drafted.  The  power  to  surrender 
is  not  confided  exclusively  to  the  Executive  under  the  treaty 
in  question,  nor  was  it  under  tlie  treaty  of  1795.  On  the 
requisition  being  made,  if  the  President  la  satisfied,  upon  the 
evidence  accompanying  it,  that  a  proper  case  is  presented  for 
an  inquiry  into  the  crime  charged,  the  authorities  claiming 
the  fugitive  are  referred  to  the  judiciary  ;  and  then,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  courts  or  judges  to  act  and  to  take  the  proper 
steps  for  the  ajrest  and  inquiiy.  Tlie  Executive  aloue  pos- 
sesses no  authority,  under  the  ConstitutioD  and  laws,  to  de- 
liver up  to  a  foreign  power  any  person  found  within  the  States 
of  this  Union,  without  the  intervention  of  the  judiciary.  The 
surrender  is  founded  upon  an  alleged  crime,  and  the  judiciary 
is  the  appropriate  tribunal  to  enquire  into  the  charge.  It  has 
also  been  urged  that  great  inconvenience  may  exist  in  the 
pursuit  and  apprehension  of  fugitives  upon  the  construction 
contended  for,  in  consequence  of  the  extended  frontier  line 
between  the  two  countries,  as  much  time  will  be  consumed 
in  making  the  requisition  upon  the  President.  This  may  be 
so;  butlcannot  agree  thatasound  construction  of  the  treaty, 
and  one  which  affords  nothing  more  than  a  just  protection  to 
the  personal  liberty  of  the  citizen  i^ainst  the  abuse  of  power, 
shall  be  made  to  yield  to  the  suggestions  of  convenience ;  for, 
although  the  pi-isoner  before  us  may  be  a  foreigner,  and  even 
may  be  a  fit  subject  to  be  given  up  to  the  subordinate  and 
irresponsible  ^ents  of  the  government  claiming  him,  still,  it 
is  not  to  be  denied  that  the  same  power,  thus  attempted  to  be 
exercised  by  them,  in  this  instance,  is  equally  applicable  to 
*1411  *^^  citizen  of  *the  country,  upon  a  like  complaint; 
J  and  besides,  under  our  system  of  laws  and  principles 
of  government,  so  far  as  respects  personal  security  and  per- 
sonal freedom,  I  know  of  no  distinction  between  the  cituen 
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and  the  alien  who  has  sought  an  asylum  under  them.  I  will 
Bimply  add,  that,  according  to  the  act  of  6th  and  7th  Victoria, 
already  referred  to,  carrying  into  effect  this  treaty,  the  indul- 
gence of  any  such  convenience  in  its  execution  is  regarded 
as  too  dangerous  to  the  subjects  of  that  government  residing 
within  its  dominions,  on  the  other  side  of  this  extended  boun- 
dary. The  treaty,  after  providing  for  the  requisition  of  the 
one  government  upon  the  other,  for  the  surrender,  then  pro- 
vides that  the  respective  judges  and  other  magistrates  of  the 
two  governments  shall  have  power,  jurisdiction,  and  author- 
ity, upon  complaint  made  under  oatii,  to  issue  a  warrant  for 
the  apprehension  of  the  fugitive.  After  the  requisition  has 
been  made  upon  the  President,  the  organ  of  the  government 
as  regards  our  foreign  relations,  and  his  authority  obtained, 
the  means  are  thus  provided  for  procuring  the  surrender.  An 
application  is  then  made  to  the  judiciary  of  the  country,  not 
upon  the  requisition  of  the  foreign  government,  but,  as  in  all 
other  cases,  upon  the  authority  of  its  own — and  the  warrant 
issued  in  pursuance  of  such  application  runs  in  the  name  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States.  The  act  of  Congress, 
passed  to  carry  our  treaties  of  extradition  into  effect,  and  of 
course  this  one  among  others,  takes  up  the  subject  at  this 
st^e  of  the  proceedings,  and  designates  the  judicial  officers 
who  are  authorized  to  act,  and  prescribes,  in  general  terms, 
the  steps  to  be  pursued  in  the  arrest,  the  examination  of  the 
criminal  charge,  and  final  commitment  for  the  surrender,  if 
evidence  of  the  criminality  is  found  sufficient.  There  is  no 
necessary  discrepancy  between  the  provisions  of  this  act  and 
the  treaty,  as  the  requisition  of  the  one  government  upon  the 
other  is  not  attempted  to  be  regulated  or  defined,  but  is  left 
as  regulated  by  the  terms  of  that  instrument.  The  provis- 
ions of  the  treaty  must,  therefore,  be  resorted  to  for  the  pur- 
goae  of  ascertaining  how  that  requisition  shall  be  made.  I 
ave  already  explained  my  interpretation  of  them,  and  need 
not  repeat  it.  The  judicial  officers  designated  in  the  treaty, 
and  upon  whom  jurisdiction  is  conferred,  are  "  the  respective 
judges  and  other  magistrates  of  the  two  governments.'  The 
act  of  Congress,  in  carrying  out  this  provision,  designates  the 
Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  the  Judges  of  the  several 
Ifetrict  Courts  of  the  United  States,  the  Judges  of  the  several 
State  Courts,  and  Commissioners  specially  authorized  so  to 
do,  by  any  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States.  The  terms 
"other  magistrates  of  the  two  governments,"  are  quite  in- 
definite and  difficult  in  their  application  by  judicial  construc- 
tion. In  an  enlarged  sense,  •they  might  embrace  all  rt-tAQ 
the  United  States  Commissioners  appointed  by  the  •■ 
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Circuit  Court,  who,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  28d  of 
August,  1842,  are  authorized  to  arieet  persons  for  crimes 
against  the  United  States,  and  imprison  or  bail  the  same ; 
and,  also,  all  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  several  States, 
upon  whom  like  power  is  conferred  by  the  33d  section  of 
the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789.  I  can  hardly  suppose  that  the 
distinguished  citizen  who  represented  this  government  in  the 
negotiation  of  the  treaty,  or  the  President,  under  whose  super- 
vision it  was  entered  into,  contemplated  the  exercise  of  so 
high  and  delicate  a  power  over  the  rights  and  liberty  of  the 
citizen,  by  so  numerous  a  body  of  the  m^stracy  of  the  coun- 
try. But,  be  this  as  it  may.  Congress,  in  providing  for  the 
execution  of  the  treaty,  has  declared  who  shall  constitute 
those  "  other  magistrates,"  before  whom  the  application  may 
be  made  for  the  arrest  and  examination,  and  have  confined 
the  jurisdiction,  in  this  respect,  to  the  Judges  of  the  several 
State  courts,  and  commissinners  specially  authorized  by  the 
courts  of  the  United  States,  for  the  performance  of  that  duty. 
The  provision  necessarily  excludes  the  great  body  of  the 
State  magistrates  and  of  United  States  Commissioners,  pos- 
sessing general  power  to  arrest  and  commit  for  offences 
against  the  United  States,  and  is  in  no  respect  in  conflict 
with  any  clause  in  the  treaty,  but  in  harmony  with  it,  and  in 
furtherance  of  a  proper  and  discreet  execution  of  its  stipula- 
tions. 

It  has  been  argued  that,  admitLing  the  State  magistrates  to 
possess  no  power  under  the  act  of  Congress  passed  to  cany 
the  treaty  into  effect,  yet  that  act  confers  the  power  upon 
the  body  of  United  States  Commissioners,  authorized  to 
arrest  and  commit  for  crimes  against  the  United  States,  un- 
der the  act  of  1842.  A  slight  attention  to  the  provisions  of 
the  act,  I  think,  will  refute  any  such  conclusion.  The  Ist 
section  confers  the  exercise  of  the  power  under  the  treaty, 
upon  the  Judges  of  the  Federal  courts,  aud  of  the  State 
courts,  aud  upon  "  Commissioners  authorized  so  to  do  by  any 
of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  " ;  and  the  6th  section  pro- 
vides— "  That  it  shall  he  lawful  for  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  or  any  of  them,  to  authorize  any  person  or  persons  to 
act  as  a  Commissioner  or  Commissioners  under  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act ;  and  the  doings  of  such  person  or  persons 
so  authoiized  in  pursuance  of  any  of  the  provisions  afore- 
said, shall  be  good  and  available  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
whatever." 

Taking  these  two  provisions  together,  and  construing  them 
as  part  of  a  regulation  prescribed  by  law  for  carrying  the 
treaty  into  effect,  I  think  it  plain  that  a  Commissioner,  com- 
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petent  to  act  in  the  matter,  must  be  speciaUy  appointed,  nr 
authorized  by  *the  Federal  courts  for  that  purpose.  ra-|4o 
The  first  section  confines  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  *- 
Commissioners  thus  specially  authorized  to  perform  this 
duty ;  and  the  sixth  provides  for  the  appointment  of  them, 
and  declares  that  their  doings  iu  the  premises,  in  conformity 
with  law,  shall  be  good  and  valid.  How  it  can  be  said  that 
the  exercise  of  a  power  thus  guarded  and  restricted,  both  in 
the  grant  and  in  the  appointment,  is  conferred,  also,  upon  a 
body  of  officers  appointed  under  a  different  act,  and  for  other 
special  aud  limited  duties,  I  admit  is  beyond  my  comprehen- 
sion. But  it  is  ui^d  that  if  the  act  of  Congress  cannot  be 
couatrued  as  conferring  the  power,  it  may  be  derived  from 
the  appointment  of  this  Cummissioner,  under  a  rule  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  adopted  in  January',  1851. 
That  rule  provides  that  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  and  of 
the  District  Court,  and  their  deputies,  (the  Commissioner  in 
question  being  a  deputy  of  the  Clerk  of  the  District  Court,) 
'shall  be  ex  officio  Commissioner  of  the  Circuit  Court;  and 
shall  be  authorized  to  execute  all  the  powers,  and  perform 
all  the  duties  conferred  by  several  acts  of  Congress,  enumerat- 
ing them,  but  of  which  the  act  of  1848,  the  one  in  question, 
is  not  included,  "  or  of  any  act  of  Congress  having  relation  to 
such  Commissioners,  and  their  duties  or  powers."  These 
officers,  thus  appointed  by  the  Circuit  Court,  are  authorized, 
by  the  several  aets  enumerated,  to  take  affidavits  and  bail  in 
civil  cases ;  and  to  arrest  and  commit  for  offences  (gainst  tlie 
United  States,  aud  the  latter  clause  of  the  rule  provides  for 
the  performance  of  any  other  duties  that  may  be  conferred 
upon  them  by  any  other  acts  of  Congress,  ^ow  it  is  appar- 
ent, unless  it  can  be  shown  that  the  act  of  1848  confers  the 
power  to  act  under  the  treaty  in  the  extradition  of  fugitives 
upon  these  officers,  this  clause  in  the  rule  has  no  application 
to  the  case ;  and  that  no  such  power  has  been  conferred  by 
that  act,  if  I  am  not  greatly  mistaken,  has  been  already  de- 
monstrated. The  rule  of  the  court  adds  nothing  to  the  argu- 
ment in  favor  of  the  power,  as  that  depends  upon  the  act  of 
Congress  which  provides  for  carrying  the  treaty  into  eEFect, 
and  which  confers  the  power  only  upon  Commissioners,  spe- 
cially  appointed  by  the  Federal  courts  for  this  purpose.  The 
treaty  provides  that  the  arrest  of  the  alleged  fugitive,  and 
commitment  for  the  purpose  of  a  surrender,  shall  be  made, 
'^  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  aa,  according  to  the  laws 
of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  chained  shall 
be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for 
trial,  if  the  crime  or  offence  had  there  been  committed." 
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The  act  of  Congress  makes  no  provision  on  this  subject, 
except  as  it  reapect^  the  admiHsibility  of  a  species  of  evidence 
•1441  **^''^''  ^'"  ^^  noticed  hereafter.  The  laws  of  New 
J  York,  therefore,  are  to  govern  and  regulate  the  Judge 
or  Commissioner  in  hearing  and  determining  the  criminality 
of  the  prisoner,  as  he  was  found  in  that  jurisdiction.  This 
would  be  so  even  without  the  specific  provision  of  the  treaty, 
as  the  only  mode  of  proceeding,  in  summary  criminal  pro- 
ceedings before  the  Federal  magistrates,  is  according  to  the 
practice  before  the  State  magistrates  in  analogous  cases.  The 
thirty-third  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789,  expressly 
provides  that  summary  proceedings  i^inst  persons  for  crimes 
committed  (^inst  the  United  States,  shall  be  a^eably  to 
the  usual  mode  of  process  against  offenders  in  tne  State  in 
which  he  may  be  found.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  other  act  of 
Congress  on  the  subject.  This  accords  with  the  construction 
given  to  the  treaty  in  the  act  of  Parliament,  6th  and  7th  Vic- 
toria, which  requires  the  production  of  such  evidence  as,  ac- 
cording to  the  laws  of  that  part  of  her  Majesty's  dominions 
where  the  prisoner  is  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension 
and  committal  for  trial,  if  the  crime  had  been  there  com- 
mitted. According  to  the  laws  of  New  York,  regulating 
these  summary  proceedings,  in  critiiinal  cases,  evidence  is 
heard,  as  well  on  behalf  of  the  accused  as  against  him,  and 
should  have  been  so  heard  in  this  ca^e.  The  2d  section  of 
the  act  of  Congress,  to  carry  into  effect  the  treaty,  provides 
that  on  the  hearing  upon  the  return  of  the  warrant  of  arrest, 
"  copies  of  the  depositions  upon  which  an  original  warrant  in 
any  such  foreign  cimntry  may  have  been  granted,  under  the 
hand  of  the  person  or  persons  iKsuing  such  warrant,  and  at- 
tested upon  the  oath  of  the  party  producing  them,  to  be  true 
copies  of  the  original  depositions,  may  be  i-eceived  in  evidence 
of  the  criminality  of  the  person  so  apprehended." 

This  species  of  evidence  is  exceedingly  loose  and  unsatis- 
factory, in  any  aspect  in  which  it  can  be  viewed;  but  cer- 
tainly it  cannot  be  characterized  as  evidence  of  any  descrip- 
tion, unless  it  appears  that  the  magistrate  in  the  foreign 
country  taking  the  depositions  nixl  issuing  the  warrant,  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  case,  and  was  competent  to  perform  these 
acts.  Unless  the  authority  exists,  the  acts  are  coram  non 
judice,  and  void.  And  the  rule  is  universal,  that  in  the  case 
of  magistrates,  or  other  persona,  of  limited  or  special  jurisdic- 
tion, any  party  setting  up  a  right  or  title  under,  and  by 
virtue  of,  their  acts  or  proceedings,  mnst  first  show  affirma- 
tively that  they  possessed  jurisdiction  or  authority  to  act  in 
the  matter.  The  jurisdiction  is  never  presumed.  Tliese  are 
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friuciplea  too  familiar  to  require  a  reference  to  authorttiw. 
t  was  proved,  in  this  cuse,  that  the  person  taking  the  depo- 
sitions in  Ireland,  and  issuing  the  wuiraut,  acted  as  a  justice 
of  the  peace  ;  and,  it  has  beeu  contended,  that  affords 
•evidence  not  only  of  bis  appoijitment  to  that  office,  r^^jc 
but  also  of  the  competency  of  his  jurisdiction.  I  can-  '■ 
not  assent  to  this  doctrine.  I  admit  that  evidence  of  a  person 
exercising  the  duties  of  a  public  officer,  and  even  reputation 
of  the  fact,  may  dispense  with  the  proof  of  a  regular  appoint- 
ment, and  if  there  is  no  question  as  to  the  extent  of  his 
power  or  authority,  the  proof  will  be  sufficient.  But  if,  in 
addition  to  the  appointment,  it  becomes  necessary  to  give 
evidence  of  his  jurisdiction,  neither  his  acting  in  the  office,  or 
reputation,  furnishes  any  evidence  of  the  uct.  1  Phillips, 
Ev.,  482,438,  450;  C.  &  Hill's  Notes,  280,  281;  8  Wend. 
(N.  Y.),  267.  If  a  contrary  principle  can  be  found  in  the 
law,  it  is  a  little  remarkable  that  the  rule  should  ever  have 
obtained  that,  iu  an  action  founded  upon  the  adjudication  or 
decision  of  a  magistrate,  or  any  other  officer  of  special  and 
limit«d  juriadiction,  the  party  claiming  a  right  under  it,  must 
aver  and  prove  jurisdiction  in  the  particular  case,  for  the  very 
adjudication,  or  decision,  would  afford  all  the  necessary 
evidence  of  the  officer  acting  as  such  within  the  principle 
contended  for.  In  other  words,  the  judgment  would  afford 
evidence  per  se  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  in  all  cases  dispense 
with  further  proof,  and  thus  every  inferior  magistrate  would 
be  placed  upon  the  footing  of  courts  of  general  jurisdiction. 
I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  pursue  this  branch  of  the  argu- 
ment further,  and  am  satisfied  that  the  commissioner  acted, 
in  the  arrest  and  commitment  of  the  prisoner,  without  any 
competent  evidence  of  his  guilt  of  the  crime  alleged  against 
him.  To  permit  the  copies  as  evidence,  without  proof  of  the 
jarisdiction  of  the  magistrate,  would  be  i^ainst  ul  principle, 
and  might  lead  to  the  most  scandalous  abuses  in  carrying 
into  execution  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty.  This  species  <^ 
evidence  is  very  differently  guarded,  in  the  act  6th  and  7th 
Victoria.  There,  copies  of  the  depositions  laid  before  the 
government,  and  upon  which  the  proper  officer  issued  his 
warrant  to  iJie  magistrates,  authorizing  them  to  institute  pro- 
ceedings to  arrest  and  commit  the  fugitive,  are  those  only 
permitted  to  be  given  in  evidence.  In  other  words,  copies  o£ 
the  i1eix)flitiona  upon  which  the  government  acted  in  the 
matter,  are  admissible  as  evidence  nf  the  criminality.  The 
original  of  these  are  those  upon  which  our  government  make 
the  requisitJon ;  and,  of  course,  the  good  faith  of  the  nation 
is  pledged  that  they  were  taken  mfore  competent  officers, 
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and  that  the  facts  stated  in  them  were  true.  But,  in  the  case 
before  us,  the  copy  was  taken  by  a  police  officer  of  the 
foreign  country,  and  produced  here  before  the  CommissionerB, 
without  the  sanction  of  either  government,  and  without  any 
competent  evidence  of  the  auSiority  of  the  person  before 
whom  it  was  taken.  There  was  no  evidence  of  the  authority 
*14fil  ^^  *^'^  magistrate,  or  of  any  'authority  under  the 
J  treaty,  for  the  arrest  of  the  accused,  before  the  Com- 
missioner, but  what  depended  upon  the  oral  testimony  of  this 
officer,  aud  the  statement  of  the  Consul,  of  what  had  been 
represented  to  him  in  the  matter.  The  Consul  does  not  aver 
that  any  of  the  facts  stated  by  him,  in  what  he  calls  his 
requisition  upon  the  Commissioner,  were  within  his  own 
knowlei^e.  Even  the  authority  attempted  to  be  derived 
from  the  Under  Secretary  of  State  in  Ireland,  depends  upon 
the  oral  statement  of  this  police  witness;  and  I  assert,  and 
do  so  upon  the  responsibility  that  I  know  belongs  to  my 
place  and  the  occasion,  that  there  is  not  one  word  or  scintilla 
of  evidence  in  the  record  of  the  Commissioner,  upon  which 
the  accused  in  this  case  has  been  tried  and  adjudged  guilty, 
but  depends  entirely  and  exclusively  upon  the  oral  examina- 
tion of  this  foreign  police  officer,  who  does  not  pretend  that 
he  had  any  pei-aonal  knowledge  of  the  commission  of  the 
crime.  His  knowledge  only  extends  to  the  verification  of  the 
copy  of  the  deposition  taken  before  a  person  in  Ireland,  of 
whose  authority  to  take  it  we  know  nothing.  To  those 
familiar  with  tlie  criminal  laws  of  t)ii3  country,  I  need  not 
say  that  such  evidence,  against  any  ^>erson  charged  with  an 
offence  against  our  laws,  would  be  inadmissible  and  utterly 
worthless,  and  especially  so,  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  which  must  govern  in  this  case,  unless  otherwise 
regulated  by  act  of  Congress ;  and  equally  so,  in  my  judg- 
ment, within  a  sound  construction  of  the  act  providing  for 
the  admissibility  of  these  copies  of  a  deposition,  takeu  before 
the  foreign  magistrate. 

I  have  thus  gone  over  the  case  much  more  at  large  than  I 
should  have  deemed  it  necessary,  were  it  not  for  the  very 

rflat  diversity  of  opinion  in  respect  to  it  among  my  brethren, 
have  regarded  it  as  a  case  of  considerable  importance,  not 
only  from  the  delicacy  of  the  power  involved  in  the  treaty, 
the  provisions  of  which  we  are  called  upon  to  interpret,  but 
also  from  the  principles  lying  at  the  foundation,  which  con- 
cern the  rights  and  liberty  of  every  citizen  of  the  United 
States.  I  cannot  but  think  the  denial  of  the  power  to  grant 
the  writ  of  habeat  corpui,  in  this  case,  is  calculated  to  »iake 
the  authority  of  a  long  line  of  decisions  in  this  court,  from 
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Hamilton's  ecue,  decided  in  1795,  down  to  the  preBent  one. 
That  caee,  as  understood  and  expounded  in  the  case  of  Boll- 
man  and  Swartwout,  in  1807,  which  received  the  most 
deliberate  consideration  of  the  court,  and  to  which  the  doc- 
trine in  ITamilton's  ca»e  was  applied,  held  that  this  great  writ 
was  within  the  cognizance  of  the  court,  under  the  14th  section 
of  the  Judiciary  Act,  in  all  cases  where  the  prisoner  was  re- 
strained of  his  liberty,  «  under,  or  by  color  of  the  authority  of 
the  United  States,"  and  no  case  has  held  the  contrary  since 
that  "decision,  with  the  exception  of  that  of  Metzger,  r*i47 
decided  in  1847,  which,  I  have  already  stated,  stands  *- 
alone,  bnt  which  distinctly  admits  the  power  and  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  in  the  case  before  us.  Thia  writ  has  always  been 
justly  regarded  as  the  stable  bulwark  of  civil  liberty;  and 
undoubtedly,  in  the  hands  of  a  firm  and  independent  judici- 
ary, no  person,  be  he  citizen  or  alien,  can  be  subjected  to 
illegal  restraint,  or  be  deprived  of  his  liberty,  except  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  the  land.  So  essential  to  the  security  of 
the  personal  rights  of  the  citizen  was  the  uninterrupted  oper- 
ation and  effect  of  this  writ,  regarded  by  the  founders  of  the 
Republic,  that  even  Congress  cannot  suspend  it,  except  when, 
in  cases  of  rebellion  or  invasion,  the  public  safety  may  require 
it.  I  cannot,  therefore,  consent  to  cripple  or  limit  the  au- 
thority conferred  upon  this  court  by  the  Constitution  and 
laws  to  issue  it,  by  technical  and  narrow  construction ;  but, 
on  the  contrary,  prefer  to  follow  the  free  and  enlarged  inter- 
pretation always  given,  when  dealing  with  it  by  the  courts  of 
England,  from  which  country  it  has  been  derived.  They  ex- 
pound the  exercise  of  the  power  benignly  and  liberally  in 
favor  of  the  deliverance  of  the  subject  from  all  unlawful 
imprisonment;  and,  when  restrained  of  his  liberty,  he  may 
appeal  to  the  highest  common-law  court  in  the  kingdom,  to 
inquire  into  the  cause  of  it.  So  liberally  do  the  courts  of 
England  deal  with  this  writ,  and  so  unrestricted  is  its  opera- 
tion in  favor  of  the  security  of  the  personal  rights  of  the 
subject,  that  the  decision  of  one  court  or  magistrate  upon  the 
return  to  it,  refusing  to  dischai^  the  prisoner,  is  no  bar  to  the 
issuing  of  a  second,  or  third,  or  more,  by  any  other  court  or 
magistrate  having  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  and  it  may  remand 
or  discharge,  according  to  its  judgment,  upon  the  same  mat- 
ters. 18  Mees.  &  W.,  679;  9  Ad.  &  Ell.,  731 ;  1  East,  814; 
14  Id.,  91 ;  2  Salk.,  508-;  5  Mees.  &  W.,  47.  Upon  the  whole, 
I  am  satisfied,  that  the  prisoner  is  in  confinement  under  the 
treaty  and  act  of  Congress,  without  any  lawful  authority.  I 
am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  writ  of  haheaa  corpus  should 
issue  in  the  case,  to  bring  up  the  pi-isoner. 
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1.  On  the  ground  that  the  judiciary  posseBses  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  eutertain  the  proceedings  under  the  treaty  for  the 
appreheoBion  and  committal  of  the  alleged  fugitive,  without 
a  previous  requisition,  made  under  the  authority  of  Great 
Britain,  upon  the  President  of  the  United  States,  and  his 
authority  obtained  for  the  purpose. 

2.  That  the  United  States  Commissioner,  iu  this  case,  is 
not  an  officer  within  tlie  treaty  or  act  of  Congress,  upon 
whom  the  power  is  conferred,  to  hear  and  determine  the 
question  of  criminality,  upon  which  the  surrender  is  to  be 
made. 

•1481      *^'  '^^^^  there  was  no  competent  evidence  before 
-I  the  Commissioner,  if  he  possessed  that  power,  to  issue 
the  warrant.     And 

4.  Upon  these  grounds,  the  Circuit  Court  ought  to  have 
dischai^d  the  prisoner,  instead  of  remanding  him  into  cus- 
tody, and  its  decision  in  the  case  is  a  proper  subject  of  review 
hy  this  court,  by  virtue  of  the  writ  of  haSeaa  oorpue. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY. 

I  concur  in  opinion  with  my  brother  Nelson.  The  ques- 
tions involved  in  this  application  are  very  grave  ones ;  and  I 
should  have  felt  it  to  be  my  duty  to  state  the  grounds  on 
which  my  opinion  has  been  formed,  bad  not  the  whole  sub- 
ject been  so  fully  and,  to  ray  mind,  satisfactorily  discussed  by 
him.  But,  concurring,  as  I  do,  in  all  that  he  has  said,  I 
shall  forbear  any  discussion  on  my  part,  and  content  myself 
with  expressing  my  entire  assent  to  the  opinion  he  has  just 
delivered. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL. 

The  question  just  disposed  of  by  the  court,  involving  the 
lives  and  liberties,  not  only  of  those  who  from  abroad  may 
seek  protection  under  our  laws,  but  the  lives  and  liberties  of 
our  own  citizens,  is  undoubtedly  one  of  the  moat  important 
which  can  claim  the  vigilance  of  our  government  in  every 
department.  Having  deliberately  compared  ray  own  views 
of  this  vital  question  with  what  has  been  so  well  expressed  by 
my  brother  Nelson,  and  concurring,  as  I  do,  in  all  that  he  has 
said  upon  it,  I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  do  more  than  thus  sol- 
emnly to  attest  my  adherence  to  the  great  principles  of  law, 
justice,  and  liberty  vindicated  by  him. 
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Lawler  et  «1.  v.  Wtlker  et  »1. 


On  consideration  of  the  petitions  for  writs  of  haieaB  corpus 
and  of  certiorari,  filed  in  tliia  case,  and  of  the  arguments  of 
counsel  thereupon  bad, — It  Ss  now  here  considered,  ordered, 
and  adjudged  by  this  court,  that  the  writs  prayed  for  be,  and 
the  same  are  hereby,  deuied ;  and  that  the  said  petitions  be, 
and  the  same  are  hereby,  dismissed. 


•Davis  B.  Lawlbr,  Timothy  Walkbb,  Stephen  r»i4Q 
S.  L'HOMMEDiEn.CrBOKOB  Graham,  John  S.Har-  *■ 
BISON,  AND  Jacob  Bdrhet,  Plaintiffs  in  Ebbor,  v. 
James  H.  and  John  Waleeb. 

Where  the  Supreme  Court  of  ■  State  ceitiDed  thai  there  wu  "  dnmi  in  qoei- 
tion  the  Tilidity  □(  statutes  of  the  State  of  Ohio,"  £c.,  irithont  Darning  the 
itatute*,  this  wm  not  enough  to  live  jurisdiction  to  this  court,  under  the 
2^th  section  of  tlie  Judiciary  Act.' 

Nor,  in  thia  case,  would  the  court  have  had  jurisdiction  if  the  itatntei  had 
been  named,  because,  — 

Id  1613,  the  Lt.>zialatare  of  Ohio  passed  an  "  Act  to  prohibit  the  issuing  and 
circulation  of  onauthorized  bank  paper,"  and  in  1830,  an  act  amendatoiy 
thereof;  and  the  question  was,  whether  or  not  a  c«nal  company,  incorpor- 
ated in  1837,  was  subject  to  these  acts.  In  deciding  that  it  was,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Ohio  only  gave  a  construction  to  an  act  of  Ohio,  which  neither  of 
itself,  nor  by  its  application,  inTolved  in  any  way  a  repugnancy  to  the  CoD- 
stitntion  of  the  United  States,  by  impairing  the  obligation  of  a  contract. 

The  case  of  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Cincinnati  t.  Buckiagluiix't  Execuleri,  (6 
How.,  317,)  examined  and  sustained.^ 

1  Followed.     Mancell  t.  NncMd,  coDititutiotial,  is  also  asserted  in  the 

18  How.,  616 :  Baiiroad  Co.  r.  Bock,  4  foUowing  cases.     Grand  Ovlf  R.  B. 

Wall.,  180;  Parmtlte  t.  Latnrenct,  11  tf-e.    Co.    »,    MarAail,    12    How.,  166; 

Id.,  38.     Cited.     Meuenger  v.  3fa(on,  Rnberiton    t.    Coalter,    16     Id ,    106 ; 

10    Wall.,    filO;     Broan    r.    Atmll,    2  Michigan   Cent.  R.  B.  Co.  y.  Michigan 

Otto,  329.  South.  R.  R  Co.,  19  Id.,  S78;  Gmgdon 

If  the  Jurisdiction  do  not  afflrma-  t.  Goodman,  2   Black.  674 ;   Lyde   t. 

tivoiy  appear   from   the   record,   the  Arkamai,   22   How.,  193;    Worthy   v. 

writ   must   be   dismissed.     Ta-zlor   r.  The  Commiitionm.nWnll., 611.   fhas. 

Motion,  2  Black,  481 ;  2>>  /i  Lande  t.  whether  the  rights   nf   an  insolrent, 

Loaiiiana,    IS    How.,    192 ;     While    V.  under   a   contract,  passed    to  his   as- 

Wrigkl,   22   Id..  10,   All' i/- General  v.  signee,  is  not  a  question  which  tliis 

Federai  Sirtet  M reting-hoiue,  1  Bl-ick,  court  can  reriew.      Gill  ▼.   Olivrr,  11 

302;  Boggt  t.  Mtrctd  Mining  Co.,  3  How.,  629;   WiUiamtY.  Olioer.12  Id., 

WaU.,  304;   Railroad  Co.  t.  Bode,  4  111;   mUiant  t.  Olioer,  Id.,  126.    So 

Id.,  177;   Walker  v.   Villaxaio,  6   Id.,  of  the  question  whether  the  SUte  law 

124;  Gi'bsm*.  C^ouftnu,  8  Id.,  314.  annexes   the  right  of  atluTJon   to   a 

'  The  principle  that  the  Supreme  given  tract  of  land,  or  how  It  divides 

Court  cannot  reriew,  on  error,  a  de-  the  increment  between  the  owners  of 

citioD  of  a  State  court  which  merely  two  tracts.     Kennedy  t.  Hunt,  7  How., 

construes  a  State  law  admitted  to  be  689.    But  If  a  State  statute  creates  a 
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This  case  was  brought  up  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  under  the  25th  section 
of  the  Judiciary  Act. 

As  the  case  was  decided  upon  the  poiut  of  jurisdiction,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  state  only  so  niucn  of  it  aa  to  show  what 
the  question  was  which  came  before  this  court.  See  18  Ohio, 
151. 

James  H.  Walker  and  John  Walker,  partners  in  trade, 
under  the  name  of  J.  H.  and  J,  Walker,  brought  a  writ 
against  the  plaintifis  in  error  in  the  Hamilton  Court  of  Com- 
ni(m  Pleas,  in  Ohio.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover 
42,000  from  the  plaintifTs  in  error,  as  directors,  stockholders, 
(ir  otherwise  interested  in  an  association  known  as  the  Cin- 
cinnati and  Whitewater  Canal  Comi«ny.  The  evidence 
upon  the  trial  was,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  become  the  holders 
of  a  lai^e  amount  of  such  notes  as  the  following : 

No.    18667.  D. 

1  1 

The  Cincinnati  &  Whitewater  Canal  Co.  promise  to  pay 
one  dollar  to  R.  McCurdy,  or  order,  twelve  months  after 
date,  for  value  received,  at  their  office,  Cincinnati,  9th  Nov., 
1840. 

Sam.  E.  Foote,  Sec'p.  J.  Bohball  Preti't. 

No.  1.    Indoi-sed  "  R.  McCurdy." 

The  court  charged  the  jury  as  follows : — 

That,  if  the  paper  was  issued  under  the  directions  or  orders 
of  the  defendants,  and  intended  to  circulate  as  currency,  they 
would  be  liable  in  this  action,  whether  issued  for  the  individ- 
ual benefit  of  the  defendants  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  Cincin- 
•1  'tOl  "*^'  *and  Whitewater  Canal  Company ;  that  if  the 
-I  company  had  issued  notes  not  intended  to  circulate  as 
a  currency,  as  bank  paper  generally  does,  in  the  ordinary 
form,  but  merely  to  pay  off  their  creditors,  the  defendants 
would  not  be  liable ;  that  if  the  defendants,  in  issuing  said 
notes,  acted  merely  as  directors  of  the  Cincinnati  and  White- 
water CanalCompany,  and  within  the  limits  of  their  corporate 
])Ower8,  they  would  not  be  i)ersonally  liable ;  but  that  said 
charter  of  said  company  did  not  authorize  the  issuing  of  notes 
designed  or  calculated  to  circulate  as  money,  and  therefore 

contract,  and  the  contention  ii  that  a  later  one  doee  not  impair  the  contract, 

■nbeequent  law  impain  the  obligation  error  will  lie.     Bridrir  Prop,  ».  Holni- 

o(  that  contract,  and  (lie  SUte  court  trn    Co..   1   Wall..   IIB.      S.  P.    The 

10  conilrue*  the  first  statute  that  the  BiBshautpion  Bridgi;,  3  Wall.,  61. 
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would  not  protect  the  defendants,  if  the  jury  should  be 
eatisfied  that  they  issued  such  notes ;  that,  although,  in  ordi- 
nary cases,  where  notes  are  made  payable  to  order,  it  may  be 
neceasaiT  for  a  plaintiff  to  prove  the  indorsement,  yet,  if  the 
jury  find,  in  this  case,  that  these  notes  were  issued  and  in- 
tended to  circulate  as  a  currency,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove 
the  handwriting  of  the  indorser,  and  the  mere  &ct  of  the 
plaintiffs  having  the  notes  in  their  possession  is  primd  facie 
evidence  of  ownership. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifb,  for  9S,462'.10. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Hamilton  County,  and  gave  the  following  certi- 
ficate: 

In  this  cause,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
having  been  afiSrmed,  it  is  now  certified  that  this  is  the  high- 
est court  of  law  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  in  which  a  decision  of 
this  suit  could  be  had ;  and  that  there  is  drawn  in  question 
the  validity  of  statutes  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  in  which  it  is 
claimed  by  plaintifiTs  in  error,  those  statutes  are  in  violation 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States;  and  which  statutes 
have  been  held  valid  and  binding  by  this  court,  notwith- 
standing such  objections.  And  this  certificate  is  ordered  to 
be  made  part  of  the  record. 

The  defendants  brought  the  case  up  to  this  court. 

It  was  argued  upon  printed  briefs  by  Messrs.  Foxy  Walker, 
and  0-ro»beck,  for  the  plaintiffs  iu  error,  and  hy  Mr.  Chate, 
with  whom  was  Mr.  Rockteell,  for  the  defendants  iu  error. 

The  question  of  jurisdiction  was  thus  stated  by  one  of  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiSs  in  error,  Mr.  Walker. 

This  case  comes  before  this  court  under  that  clause  of  the 
25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  (1  U.  S.  Stat,  at  L.,  86,) 
which  authorizes  a  writ  of  error  to  a  State  court  in  the  case 
of  "a  final  judgment  in  any  suit  in  the  highest  court  of  law 
of  a  State  in  which  the  decision  in  the  suit  could  be  had, 
where  is  drawn  in  question  the  validity  of  a  statute  of  a 
State,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  repugnant  to  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  and  the  decision  is  in  favor  of  such 
its  validity." 

*This  state  of  fact  appears  on  the  face  of  the  record.  f„  ~^ 
The  validity  of  the  statute  of  Ohio,  of  March  18, 1889.  ^  ^°^ 
"further  to  amend  the  act  entitled  'an  act  to  prohibit  the 
issuing  and  circulating  of  unauthorized  bank  paper,'  "  (Swan, 
Stat.,  140,)  was  drawn  in  question.  It  was  drawn  in  ques- 
tion upon  the  ground  that  it  was  repugnant  to  the  Constitu- 
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tion  of  the  United  States,  because  it  impaired  the  obligation 
of  the  contract  made  by  the  State  of  Ohio  with  the  White- 
water Canal  Compauy,  in  the  act  incorporating  the  latter ; 
and  the  decision  of  the  State  court — the  highest  court  of  law 
in  the  State  in  which  the  decision  could  be  had — was  in 
favor  of  the  validity  of  that  statute. 

The  case  therefore  arises  where  this  court  may  entertain 
jurisdiction.  OoiKmonwealth  Bank  of  Ktntucky  v.  GrifUh, 
14  Pet.,  56. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  oounsel  for  the  defendant  in  error 
contended  that  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction.  It  is  not  a 
case  in  which  was  drawn  in  question  the  validity  of  a  statute 
of  a  State,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  repugnant  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  and  in  which  the  decision  was 
in  favor  of  such  its  validity. 

1.  The  case  is  within  the  decision  of  the  court  in  the  case 
CommercuU  Bank  v.  Buckingham,  5  How.,  317. 

The  defendants  below  did  not  claim  that  the  acts  of  Ohio 
were  unconstitutional;  their  claim  was  that  those  statutes 
imposed  a  penalty  for  their  violation,  and  tliat  thus  the 
action  was  Barred  in  fouryears  under  the  general  statute  of 
limitation  of  the  State.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  decided 
otherwise ;  and  as  they  claim  erroneously,  and  they  now 
claim  on  account  of  that  erroneous  deciaon  to  give  this  court 
jurisdiction. 

2.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  record  that  the  question 
was  raised  at  the  tnal  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  Ohio 
statutes  of  1816  and  1839. 

Nothing  of  the  kind  is  shown,  or  to  be  inferred,  from  the 
pleadings  in  the  case. 

From  the  bill  of  exceptions  it  appears  that  the  plaintiffe  in 
error  excepted,  on  three  grounds,  to  the  admission  of  testi- 
mony, and  claimed  the  charge  of  the  Judge  to  the  jury  on 
nine  points,  but  no  one  of  them  has  any  reference  to,  nor  in 
anymanner  involves  this  question. 

The  chaise  itself  presents  no  such  question  ;  no  reference 
whatever  is  made  to  any  such  question  in  the  assignments  of 
errors  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  or  Supreme  Court  of 
Ohio. 

The  only  thing  on  the  record,  showing  that  the  constitu- 
tional validity  of  any  law  was  in  question,  is  found  in'  the 
certificate  ordered  by  the  court  to  be  entered  on  the  record, 
(p.  19,)  *'  that  there  is  drawn  in  question  the  validity  of  stat- 
*l'i21  "***  ®^  ^^^  State  of  •Ohio, '  &c.,  without  saying  what 
-'  statutes,  or  on  what  ground  tlie  decision  was  made,  or 
in  what  manner  statutes  of  Ohio  were  connected  with  the 
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subject-matter  of  the  case  before  the  court ;  not  is  there  any 
thing  in  any  part  of  the  record  showing  that  these  statutes 
of  1816  and  1889  were  in  question,  noi  any  reference  made 
to  them. 

Mr.  Justice  WAYNE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

We  do  not  think  that  this  court  has  jurisdiction  of  this  case. 
We  cannot  find  in  the  record,  nor  can  it  be  inferred  from  any 
jmrt  of  it,  (the  certificate  of  the  Supreme  Court  included) 
which  of  the  statutes  of  Ohio  were  declared  to  be  valid,  which 
has  been  alleged  to  be  in  oonfiict  with  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States. 

The  25th  section  of  the  act  to  establish  the  judicial  courts 
of  the  United  Stateii,  requires  uomethiug  more  definite  than 
such  a  certificate,  to  give  to  this  court  jurisdiction. 

The  conflict  of  a  State  law  with  tlie  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  a  decision  by  a  State  court  in  favor  of  its 
validity,  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record,  before  it  can 
be  reexamined  in  this  court.  It  must  -appear  in  the  plead- 
ings of  the  suit,  or  from  the  evidence  in  the  course  of  trial, 
ill  the  instructions  asked  for,  or  from  exceptions  taken  to  the 
ruling  of  the  court.  It  must  be,  that  such  a  question  was 
necessarily  involved  in  the  decision,  and  that  the  State  court 
would  not  have  given  a  judgment  without  deciding  it. 

The  language  of  the  section  is,  that  no  other  cause  can  be 
assigned,  or  shaU  be  regarded  as  a  ground  of  revei'sal,  than 
such  as  appeal's  on  the  face  of  the  record. 

This  certificate  is,  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  held  that 
certain  statutes  of  Ohio  were  valid,  which  had  been  alleged 
to  be  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
without  naming  what  those  statutes  were.  This  is  neither 
within  the  letter  nor  spirit  of  the  act. 

If  permitted,  it  would  make  the  State  courts  judges  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  might  cause  them  to  take 
jurisdiction  in  cases  in  which  conflicts  between  the  State  laws 
and  the  Constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States  did 
not  exist. 

The  statutes  complained  of  in  this  case  should  have  been 
stated.  Without  that,  the  court  cannot  apply  them  to  the 
subject-matter  of  litigation,  to  determine  whether  or  not  they 
violated  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  States. 

This  court  has  already  passed  upon  a  certificate  of  a  like 
kind  from  Ohio,  in  the  case  of  the  Gommtreial  Bank  and  Eu- 
nice BtKkinglvniCt  Szecutort,  6  How.,  817.  That  was  more 
to  'the  purpose  than  this,  but  it  was  declared  to  be  in-  p,.  -n 
sufiicieat  to  give  jurisdictiou  to  this  court.     In  that  *- 
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case  it  was  certified  that  the  plainti£[is  in  error  relied  upoa  the 
charter  granted  them  in  February,  1829,  and  the  4th  section 
()F  it  was  given ;  and  they  claimed,  if  a  section  of  an  act  of 
1824  was  applied  in  the  construction  of  their  charter,  that  it 
would  be  a  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
because  it  impaired  the  obIu;atioQ  of  a  contract.  It  was  also 
stated  that  the  objection  had  been  overruled,  and  that  a  de- 
cision had  been  given  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  act  of 
1824.  When  the  case  was  considered  here,  we  first  examined 
our  jurisdiction  under  the  25th  section,  and  determined 
against  it.  Not  because  we  did  not  think  that  the  certificate 
was  a  part  of  the  record,  or  that  it  did  not  show  sufficiently 
the  act  which  the  plaintiffij  in  error  alleged  could  not  be 
applied  in  that  case  without  impairing  the  obligation  of  a  con- 
tract, hut  because  we  thought,  from  our  view  of  the  entire 
record,  that  the  only  question  which  was  raised  on  the  trial  of 
the  case  in  the  State  court,  was  one  of  construction  of  two 
Ohio  statutes.  And  that  was,  whether  or  not  the  bank  was 
legally  liable  to  pay  on  account  of  its  refusal  to  pay  its  notes 
in  specie,  the  six  per  cent,  imposed  by  the  act  of  1824,  as  a 
penalty  for  such  refusal,  in  addition  to  the  twelve  per  cent. 
imposed  by  its  charter.  The  constitutionality  of  the  act  of 
1824  was  not  denied.  Indeed,  it  was  admitted.  But  it  was 
urged  that  the  application  to  make  the  bank  pay  the  penalty 
imposed  by  it,  and  twelve  per  cent,  besides,  would  impair  the 
obligation  of  a  contract  which  the  State  had  made  with  the 
corporation  in  their  charter.  Here,  then,  the  validity  of  the 
act  of  1824  was  not  drawn  in  question,  on  the  ground  of  its 
being  repugnant  to  the  Constitution,  treaties,  or  laws  of  the 
United  States,  nor  wau  a  point  raised  for  the  construction  of 
any  clause  of  the  Constitution,  of  a  treaty,  or  of  a  statute  of 
the  United  States.  The  admission  of  the  constitutionality 
and  validity  of  the  act  of  1824,  only  raised  a  question  of  con- 
struction of  the  two  State  statutes,  one  of  which  it  was  said 
would  he  repugnant  to  the  other,  if  its  penalty  should  be  ap- 
plied to  the  Dank,  in  addition  to  that  imposed  by  its  charter, 
without  words  implying  that  the  bank  would  not  be  liable  to 
an  universal  statute,  passed  before  the  bank  was  chartered, 
which  imposes  six  per  cent,  upon  all  banks  which  should  refuse 
to  pay  their  notes  in  specie.  The  court  decided,  that  the  bank 
was  liable  to  the  penalty  of  the  act  of  1824,  but  it  erro- 
neously supposed,  because  a  constitutional  point  had  been 
made  in  the  argument,  that  it  was  one  which  necessarily  arose 
from  the  case  itself,  and  that  it  could  not  ^ve  a  judgment  in 
the  case  upon  its  merits  without  deciding  9iat  it  involved  the 
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question  of  a  conflict  with  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States. 

'It  was  in  that  view  of  the  case  that  this  court  said,  p,.  cj 
in  its  opinion, — "It  is  not  enough  that  the  record  '- 
shows  that  the  plaintiff  contended  and  claimed,  that  the 
judgment  of  the  court  impaired  the  obligation  of  a  contract 
and  violated  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  this  claim  was  overruled  by  the  court,  but  it 
must  appear  by  clear  and  necesBary  intendment,  from  the 
record,  that  the  queBtion  must  have  been  raised  and  must 
have  been  decided  in  order  to  induce  the  judgment."  And 
it  was  also  in  this  view,  when  one  State  statute  was  said  to 
be  repugnant  to  another,  both  being  admitted  to  be  constitu- 
tional, that  it  was  said  in  that  case,  "  It  is  the  peculiar  prov- 
ince and  privilege  of  the  State  courts  to  construe  their  own 
statutes,"  and  when  they  did  so,  "  it  was  no  part  of  the  func- 
tions of  this  court  to  review  their  decisions,"  or,  in  such 
cases,  "  to  assume  jurisdiction  over  them,  on  the  pretence 
that  their  judgments  have'  impaired  the  obligation  of  con- 
tracts." 

Having  stud  that  this  court  had  not  jurisdiction  in  this 
case  on  account  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  certificate,  we  now 
say,  if  it  could  be  made  as  definite  as  that  in  the  case  of 
BucMnghaitCt  ExeaUorg,  by  inserting  in  it  the  statutes  of 
Ohio,  which  the  court  supposed  involved  a  constitutional 
question,  that  it  would  not  give  this  court  jurisdiction. 
Then  the  cases  would  he  so  much  alike  that  tlie  Buckinffham 
eate  would  rule  this  as  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction.  In 
the  Buckingham  cme  it  was  urged  that  the  penaltj',  in  a  gen- 
eral statute  upon  banks,  for  refusing  to  pay  their  notes  in 
specie,  could  not  he  imposed  upon  a  bank  subsequently  char- 
tered, in  addition  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  its  charter,  with- 
out a  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  It 
is  urged,  in  argument  in  this  case,  that  a  statute  passed  in 
1816,  entitled  "  an  act  to  prohibit  the  issuing  and  circulating 
of  unauthorized  bank  paper,"  which  was  amended  in  183^ 
could  not  be  applied  to  make  the  defendants  liable  to  pay 
notes  which  were  issued  in  1840  by  a  canal  company,  in  its 
corporate  name,  and  which  notes  were  meant  for  circulation 
in  ^e  community  as  hank  paper.  It  was  not  contended  that 
the  canal  company  could  legally  issue  such  paper  for  circula- 
tion as  money,  though  it  was  said  they  could  give  notes  pay- 
able to  order  in  payment  of  its  debts. 

It  was  not  denied  that  the  company  could  give  notes  in 
payment  of  debts,  hut  it  was  said,  that  they  could  not  make 
them  tax  %h»X  purpose  and  for  circulation,  as  bank  paper. 
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The  point  then  raised  for  deciBion  was,  whether  the  canal 
company  could  do  so,  without  making  its  stockholders  and 
directors  liable,  to  pay  them  to  the  huldera  of  the  notes, 
under  the  statute  of  1816,  amended  in  1839.  The  Supreme 
Court  decided  that  the  defendants  in  this  case,  being  di- 
•Till  ^^<^^™  *"*^  stockholders  of  the  *canal  company,  were 
J  liable,  by  the  statutes  of  1816  and  1839,  to  pay  such 
notes.  It  seems  to  us,  that  the  statement  gives  its  own 
answer,  and  that  the  Supreme  Court,  in  making  its  decision, 
only  gave  a  construction  to  an  act  of  Ohio,  which  neither  of 
itself,  nor  by  its  application,  involved  in  any  way  a  repug- 
nancy to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  by  impairing 
the  obligation  of  a  contract.  Whether  the  construction  of 
the  act  and  the  charter  of  the  canal  company  was  correct,  or 
not,  we  do  not  say.  We  do  not  mean  to  discuss  that  point, 
or  to  give  any  opinion  upon  it ;  but  we  mean  to  say,  that  the 
construction  does  not  violate  a  constitutional  point  under 
the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Statute,  so  as  to  give  this 
court  jurisdiction  of  this  cause. 

If  more  was  wanting  in  aid  of  our  conclusion,  it  is  to  be 
found  in  the  pleadings  in  the  case,  in  the  evidence  given  on 
the  trial,  the  objections  made  to  the  admissibility  oi  certain 
parts  of  it,  in  the  prayers  of  the  defendant  to  the  court  to 
instruct  the  juiTj  and  in  the  charge  which  the  court  gave. 
By  no  one  of  them  is  a  constitutional  question  raised.  It 
was  only  suggested,  iu  ai^ument,  and  on  that  account  it  was, 
that  the  court  certified  that  the  "  validity  of  statutes  of  Ohio 
was  drawn  into  question,  which  were  said  to  be  in  violation 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  not  because  the 
court  considered  that  such  a  point  had  been  rightly  raised 
before  it,  under  the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of 
1789." 

We  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  repeat  any  thing  which 
this  court  has  hitlierto  said,  from  an  early  day  to  the  present, 
concerning  the  25th  section.  Its  interpretation  will  be  found 
in  the  case  of  Crowell  v.  Randall,  10  Pet.,  308;  in  other 
cases,  cited  in  that  case ;  and  in  Armstrong  v.  The  Treasurer 
of  Athens  County,  16  Pet.,  281.  We  shall  direct  this  suit  to 
be  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  and 
was  argued  by  counsel.    On  consideration  whereof,  it  is 
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now  here  ordered  and  adjudged  by  this  court,  that  this 
cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  dismissed,  for  want  of  juriB- 
dictioD. 
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•Thomas  Otis  Le  Hot,  and  David  Smith,  Plain- 

TIFFS  IN    EllROR,   V.   BbnjAMIN  TatHAM,  JdNIOB 

Geoegk  N.  Tatham,  and  Heney  B.  Tatham. 

In  a  patent  for  improTementa  upon  the  machinery  used  for  making  pipe*  antl 
tubei  from  lead,  or  tin,  vfhen  in  a  set,  or  lolid  state,  by  forcing  it  under 
great  prbtBure,  from  out  of  a  receiver,  through  apertures,  dies,  and  cores, 
the  claim  of  tlie  patentees  was  thus  staled :  "  What  we  claim  aa  our  inven- 
tion, and  depire  to  eecure  by  lettert-pateat,  is  the  combination  of  the  follow- 
ing parts,  above  described,  to  wit,  the  core  ajid  bridge,  or  guide-piece,  the 
chamber,  and  the  die,  when  used  to  form  pipes  of  metal,  under  heat  and 
pressure,  in  the  manner  set  forth,  or  in  any  other  manner  substantially  the 

The  Circuit  Court  charged  the  jury,  "  that  the  originality  did  not  consist  in 
the  novelty  of  the  machinery,  but  iu  bringing  a  newly  discovered  principle 
into  practical  application,  by  which  an  useful  article  of  manufacture  is 
produced,  and  wrought  pipe  made  aa  distinguished  from  cast  pipe." 

This  instructlou  was  erroneous. 

Under  the  claim  of  tlie  patent,  the  combination  of  the  machinery  must  be 
novel.  The  newly  discovered  principle,  to  wit,  that  lead  could  be  forced, 
by  extreme  pressure,  when  in  a  set  or  solid  state,  to  cohere  and  form  a  pipe, 
was  not  in  the  patent,  and  the  question  whether  it  was  or  wm  not  the  subject 
of  a  patent,  was  not  in  the  case.' 

Mr.  Justice  Curtia,  having  been  of  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ants in  error,  upon  the  letters-patent  drawn  in  question  in 
this  case,  did  not  sit  at  the  hearing. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York. 

The  declaration  was  filed  by  the  defendants  in  error,  on 

1  a.  c.  22  How.,  132,  137,  138;   2  200;  f'miM  v.ffy.S  McLean,TO.     So, 

Blatchf.,  474.      RuviEWEn.     O'Jteiltg  also,  an  effect  or  fimction  is  not  pa- 

r.  iforie,  16  How.,  117,  132.     Dibtin-  tentable.     Siekeh    t.   RiUi     Co.,    4 

ODisHEn.     MUUsaR   Ic    G!m»    Co.   r.  Blatchf.,  508;  Morton  y.  N.   Y.  Eye 

L'lAon,  1  Bann.  &,  A.,  513,  514.  Cited.  Infirmary,  6  Id.,  116 ;  but  these  rules 

ilcCloekey  v.  Du  Bois,  9  Fed.  Rep.,  are   subject   to   many   qualifications, 

30.  owing  to  the  nice  distinctions  made  t^ 

A  mere  principle,  however  novel,  Is  judges  in  patent  cases.     See  Delmofd 

not  Uie  subject  of  a  patent ;  the  in-  t.  Setvtt,  1  Fish.  Patent  Cas.,  127 ; 

vention  must  consist  in  its  practical  Rantom  v.  Ntw  York,  Id,,  252;  Par- 

npplicatinn  to  some   useful  purpose,  tn-  v.  Hulmt,  Id.,  44 ;  Coming  v.  Bitr- 

O" Balls  T.  Morse.  15  How.,  62]  Burr  den,  16  How.,  252;  Poillm  v.  SchmitU, 

V.  ^rvcf,  lWa)l.,6Sl;  CatBY.Broum,  6  Blatchf.,  200;  BeyKour  v.  Osionu, 

2  Id.,  il2U ;  Footi  v.  aHAy,  2  BUtchf .,  S  Fish.  Fat.  Caa.,  66fi. 
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the  8th  of  May,  1817,  to  recover  damages  in  a  plea  of  trespass 
upon  the  case,  from  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  Rohert  W. 
Lowber,  for  an  alleged  infringement  of  their  patent,  for  new 
and  useful  improvements  in  machinery,  or  apparatus  for  mak- 
ing pipes  and  tubes  from  metallic  substances. 

The  declaration  alleged,  that  John  and  Charles  Hanson,  of 
Huddersfjeld,  England,  were  the  inventum  of  the  alleged  im- 
provements, on  or  before  the  Slst  of  August,  1837. 

That  on  the  10th  of  Jannary,  1840,  the  Hansons,  assigned, 
in  writing,  to  H.  B.  &  B.  Tathara,  (two  of  the  defendants  in 
error,)  the  full  and  exclusive  right  to  the  said  improvements. 

That  on  the  29th  of  March,  1841,  lettei-s-patent  of  the 
United  States  were  granted  to  H.  B.  &  B.  Tatham,  as  assign- 
ees of  the  Hansons,  for  the  said  improvements. 

That  on  the  12th  of  October,  1841,  H.  B.  &  B.  Tatliam, 
assigned  to  G.  N.  Tatham,  (the  remaining  defendant  in  error,) 
one  undivided  third  part  of  the  said  letters-patent. 

That,  on  the  14th  of  March,  1846,  the  said  letters-patent 
liaving  been  surrendered,  on  account  of  the  defective  speci- 
•1171  fi'^^ti'*''^  *°f  ****  **'•!  improvements,  new  letters-patent 
-'  were  issued  therefor,  on  an  amended  s[)ecification, 
whereby  there  was  granted  to  the  plaintiffs  below,  their  heirs, 
&c.,  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years  from  the  31st  of  August, 
1837,  the  full  aad  exclusive  right  of  making,  vending,  &c., 
the  said  improvements;  a  description  whereof  was  annexed 
to  and  made  a  part  of  such  patent. 

That  the  letters-patent  were  of  the  value  of  $50,000 ;  and 
that  the  defendants  below  had  wrongfully  and  unlawfully 
made,  used,  and  vended  the  said  improvements,  and  made 
lead  pipe  to  the  amount  of  2,000  tons,  thereby  to  the  injury 
of  the  plaintiffs,  $20,000. 

To  this  declaration,  the  defendants,  Le  Roy  and  Smith, 
pleaded  not  guilty ;  the  defendant,  Lowber,  making  no  defence, 
and  permitting  a  default  to  be  taken  against  him. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  April  Term,  1849,  and  a  verdict 
rendered  by  the  jury  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  for  fll,394, 
and  costs,  and  a  bill  of  exceptions  waa  tendered  by  the  de- 
fendants below. 

On  the  trial  of  the  cause  below,  the  plaintiffs  produced, — 

1.  Their  patent  of  1846,  and  the  specification  referred  to 
therein,  and  making  a  part  of  the  same. 

2.  They  read  in  evidence  certain  agreements  between  the 
defendant,  Lowber,  and  the  defendants,  Le  Roy  and  Smith. 

3.  They  gave  evidence,  tending  to  prove  that  J.  &  C  Han- 
son were  the  original  and  first  inventors  of  the  improvement; 
that  the  invention  was  a  valuable  on$,  &c. 
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4.  That  lead,  recently  become  set,  under  heat  and  pressure, 
in  a  close  vessel,  would  unite  perfectly  after  a  separation  of 
its  parts;  that,  in  the  process  described  in  the  said  patent, 
pipe  was  so  made;  that  the  Hansons  were  the  first  and  origi- 
u^  discoverers  thereof ;  and  that  such  discovery,  and  its  re- 
duction to  a  practical  result,  and  in  the  mode  descnbed  in  the 
patent,  was  useful  and  important. 

5.  That  the  defendants,  Smith  and  Le  Roy,  had  been 
jointly  engaged  with  Lowber  in  making  lead  pipe  upon  the 
plan  aesGnb«d  in  the  letters-patent,  and  selling  the  same,  and 
had  thus  made  and  sold  large  quantities  of  pipe  ;  that  the 
agreement  between  them,  relative  to  the  manufacture  of  pipe, 
was  colorable  only,  and  was  made  as  a  cover  to  protect  Le 
Roy  and  Smith,  and  throw  the  responsibility  on  tne  defend- 
ant, Lowber,  who  was  insolvent. 

6.  That  the  improvement  described  in  the  said  letters-pat- 
ent was  the  same  invention  for  which  letters-patent  had  been 
granted  to  the  Hansons,  in  England,  and  to  H.  B.  &  B. 
Tatham,  hei-e,  as  their  assignees. 

7.  That  the  plaintiffs  had  been  ready,  and  had  offered  to 
sell  'the  siud  invention,  and  had  sold  the  same  for  a  cm-tcia 
large  portion  of  the   United  States,  within  the  last  L 
eighteen  months. 

The  defendants  below  then  read  in  evidence, — 

1.  The  description  of  the  English  patent  to  the  Hansons. 

2.  The  patent  to  H.  B.  &  B.  Tatham,  of  1841,  and  the 
specification  thereof. 

3.  The  specifieation  of  an  English  patent,  granted  to 
Thomas  Burr,  of  11th  April,  1820. 

4.  The  patent  and  specification  of  Burroughs  Titus,  granted 
in  1831. 

5.  The  patent  granted  to  George  W.  Potter,  in  1888. 

6.  The  evidence  of  George  Fox,  tending  to  show  the  in- 
vention and  use  by  him  of  a  similar  machine,  in  1830. 

7.  The  specification  of  a  patent  to  John  Hague,  in  1822. 

8.  The  specification  of  a  patent  granted  to  Busk  &  Harvey, 
in  1817. 

9.  The  specification  of  a  patent  granted  to  Ellis  &  Burr, 
in  1886. 

10.  The  specification  of  a  patent  granted  to  Joseph  Bramah, 
in  1797. 

11.  The  defendants  then  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove 
that  J.  &  C.  Hanson  were  not  the  original  and  first  inventors 
of  the  combination  of  machinery  described  in  the  letters- 
patent 


liiS  SUPREME  COURT. 

Le  Roj  et  a),  c.  Tutham  el  al. 

12.  Tliat  the  invention  was  not  useful,  nor  the  lead  pipe, 
made  upon  the  plan  described,  good. 

13.  That  the  combinatinn  of  inachinery  described  in  public 
works,  as  having  been  invented  by  Titus,  Potter,  Fox,  Hague, 
Bramah,  and  Busk  &  Harvey,  were  substantially  the  same  as 
that  described  in  the  plaintim'  patent. 

14.  Tliat  lead,  when  recently  become  set,  under  heat  and 
extreme  pressure,  in  a  close  vessel,  would  not  reunite  per- 
fectly after  a  separation  of  its  parts ;  and  that,  in  the  process 
as  described  in  the  plaintifiFs'  patent,  it  was  not  in  a  set,  but 
in  a  fluid  state  when  it  passed  the  bridge. 

15.  That  the  defendants,  Le  Roy  &  Smith,  were  not  con- 
cerned in  the  manufacture  of  the  pipe,  or  in  makine  or  using 
tlie  machinery ;  that  it  was  made  for  them  by  the  defendant, 
Lowber,  at  a  certain  price  per  hundred  pounda ;  and  that 
they  had  not  infringed  upon  the  patent  of  the  plaintifFs. 

16.  That  the  improvement  aescribed  in  the  plaintiffs 
patent,  of  1846,  was  not  the  same  invention  as  that  for  which 
letters-patent  had  previously  been  granted  to  the  Hausons, 
and  to  H.  B.  &  B.  Tatham. 

17.  That,  for  the  space  of  eighteen  months,  frdm  the  date 
of  the  patent  of  1841,  the  plaiiitifis  had  neglected  to  put  and 
continue  on  sale  to  the  public,  on  reasonable  trust,  the  inven- 
tion or  discovery  for  which  the  said  patent  issued. 

•IfiQI  *The  evidence  being  closed,  the  case  was  argued 
J  before  the  jury,  after  tne  court  had  given  the  charge, 
which  will  be  presently  stated.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs,  which,  when  increased  by  the  court,  amounted 
to  $11,748.60.  The  following  bill  of  exceptions  brought  up 
the  rulings  of  the  court  upon  the  several  points  made : 

The  evidence  being  closed,  the  Judge  charged  the  jury 

That  the  first  question  which  it  was  material  to  determine 
was,  what  was  the  invention  or  discovery  of  John  and  Charles 
Hanson,  for  which  their  patent  had  issued,  as  the  precise 
character  of  that  invention  had  been  the  subject  of  contro- 
versy on  the  trial. 

The  patentees  state  in  their  specification,  that  the  inven- 
tion consists  in  certain  improvements  upon,  and  additions  to, 
machinery  for  making  pipes  of  metal,  capable  of  being  pressed, 
aa  described  in  Burr's  patent,  dated  April  11,  1820.  They 
then  describe  Burr's  apparatus,  and  the  process  by  which  the 
pipe  was  made  by  it,  and  state  the  defects  of  that  plan,  in 
consequence  of  which,  they  say,  it  failed  to  go  into  general 
use. 

These  defects  they  claim  to  have  overcome  and  remedied ; 
and  state  that  they  had  found  that  lead,  and  some  of  its 
170 


DECEMBER  TERM,   18&2. 


Le  Rd7  et  al.  i:  Tstham  et  al. 


alloys,  when  just  set,  or  short  of  fluidity,  and  under  heat  and 
great  pressure,  in  a  close  vessel,  would  reunite,  after  a  sepa- 
ration of  its  parts,  as  completely  as  if  it  had  nnt  been  separatedi 
or,  in  other  words,  that,  under  these  circuniatances,  it  could 
be  welded. 

That,  on  this  discovery,  and  in  reference  to  and  in  conuec- 
tjon  with  it,  they  made  a  change  in  the  machinery  of  Burr, 
by  which  they  succeeded  in  m^ing  perfect  pipes,  and  were 
enabled  to  use  a  bridge  at  the  end  of  the  cylinder  and  short 
core,  and  thus  surmount  the  difficulty  of  the  Burr  machine. 

They  also  state,  that  they  do  not  claim  any  of  the  parts — 
the  cylinder,  core,  die,  or  bridge ;  but  that  they  claim  the 
oombiuation  when  used  to  form  pipes  of  metal,  under  heat 
and  pressure,  in  the  way  they  have  described. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that,  if  this  combination  is  new,  and 
produces  a  new  and  useful  result,  it  is  the  proper  subject  of  a 
patent.    The  result  is  a  new  manufacture. 

And  even  if  the  mere  combination  of  machinery  in  the 
abstract  is  not  new,  still,  if  used  and  applied  in  connection 
with  the  practical  development  of  a  principle,  newly  discov- 
ered, producing  a  new  and  useful  result,  the  subject  is  patent- 
able. To  which  last  opinion  and  decision,  the  counsel  for  the 
defendants  did  then  and  there  except. 

In  this  view,  the  improvement  of  the  plaintiffs  is  the  appli- 
cation of  a  combination  of  machinery  to  a  new  end, — ^to  the 
•development  and  application  of  a  new  principle,  re-  r«igQ 
suiting  in  a  new  and  useful  manufacture.  ^ 

That  the  discovery  of  a  new  principle  is  not  patentable  ;  but 
it  must  be  embodied  and  brought  into  operation  by  machinery, 
so  as  to  produce  a  new  and  useful  result. 

Upon  this  view  of  the  patent,  it  is  an  important  question, 
for  tne  jury  to  determine,  from  the  evidence,  whether  the  fact 
is  established  on  which  the  alleged  improvement  Is  founded, 
that  lead,  in  a  set  or  semi-solid  state,  can  thus  be  reunited  or 
welded  after  separation. 

The  Judge  here  commented  briefly  upon  the  testimony, 
referring  to  the  experiments  which  were  testified  to,  and 
the  results  of  which  were  exhibited  to  the  jury,  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintifTs  and  defendants,  and,  in  continuation, 
stated : 

That  there  was  one  experiment  which  was  testified  to  by 
Mr.  Keller,  and  the  result  of  which  was  shown  to  the  jury, 
which  was  made  under  circumstances  that  seem  not  to  be 
subject  to  any  misapprehension,  and  which,  if  he  la  not  mis- 
taken, and  his  testimony  is  correct,  would  seem  to  settle  the 
t^uestioQ.    But  this  whs  a  question  of  foot,  to  be  decided  by 
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the  jury  on  the  evidence.  Hereupon  the  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendants excepted  to  this  part  of  the  chaise  of  the  Judges. — 
That  it  bad  been  objected,  that  the  improvement  described  in 
the  patent  of  March  14, 1846,  waa  different  from  that  of  March 
29, 1841.  The  act  only  authorized  a  reissue  for  the  same  in- 
vention, the  6rst  specification  being  defective. — That  he  had 
compared  the  descriptions  contained  in  the  two  patents,  and, 
though  the  language  was  in  some  parts  different,  it  would  be 
found  that  the  improvement  was  substantially  the  same,  and 
that  he  therefore  apprehended  they  would  have  no  great  dif- 
ficulty in  this  branch  of  the  case ;  to  which  the  defendanta' 
counsel  excepted. — That  it  was  also  objected,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs' patent  was  invalid,  for  want  of  originality  ;  that  the  in- 
vention had  been  before  described  in  public  works,  and 
Bramah,-  Hague,  Titus,  Fox,  and  Potter,  were  relied  on  by 
the  defendants. — That,  in  the  view  taken  by  the  court,  in  the 
construction  of  the  patent,  it  was  not  material  whether  the 
mere  combinations  of  machinery  referred  to  were  similar  to 
the  combination  used  by  the  Hansons ;  because  the  original- 
ity did  not  consist  in  the  novelty  of  the  machinery,  but  in 
briuging  a  newly-discovered  principle  into  practical  applica- 
tion, by  which  a  useful  article  of  manufacture  is  produced, 
and  wrought  pipe  made,  a&  distinguished  from  cast  pipe. 
Hereupon  the  defendants'  counsel  excepted. 

That  in  the  patents  referred  to,  from  the  year  1797  to  1832, 
the  combination  which  was  claimed  to  be  identical,  was  con- 
fessedly used  for  making  pipe,  by  casting  with  fluid  lead  in  a 
"1611  *"'ould,  and  after  it  was  set  by  the  application  of  water, 
-f  forcing  it  out. 

And  the  question  is,  whether  any  of  these  inventions  are 
substantially  the  same  as  the  plaintiffs';  whether,  even  if  by 
these  modes  pipe  had  been  successfully  made  for  common 
usei  it  would  have  been  made  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
Hansons' ;  to  which  opinion  the  counsel  for  the  defendants 
excepted. 

That  it  was  further  objected  that  the  patentees  have  for- 
feited their  rights,  on  account  of  having  omitted  to  put  and 
continue  the  invention  on  sale  within  eighteen  months  after 
the  patent  was  granted,  upon  reasonable  terms.  The  Ju(^e 
here  commented  upon  the  testimony  on  this  part  of  the  case, 
and  in  continuation  said : 

That  it  was  not  essential,  under  the  section  of  the  statute 
referred  to,  that  the  patentees  should  take  active  means  for 
the  purpose  of  putting  their  invention  in  market,  and  forcing  a 
sale,  but  that  they  should  at  all  times  be  ready  to  sell  at  a  ma 
price,  when  a  reasonable  offer  was  made. 
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That  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  it  was  put  and  con- 
tinued on  sale,  undei'  this  view  of  the  law ;  to  which  opinion 
the  counsel  for  the  defeudttnts  excepted. 

That  the  defendants,  Leroy  and  Smith,  coutend  that  they 
have  not  infringed  the  plaintiffs  patent ;  that  they  were  but 
the  purchasers  of  the  pipe,  and  that  Lowber  was  the  manu- 
facturer, under  the  f^reement  which  has  been  read. 

The  Judge  here  referred  to  the  evidence  on  this  branch  of 
the  case,  and  said : 

That  if  the  contract  made  by  the  defendants  with  Lowbei', 
was  bond  fide,  and  they  bad  no  connection  with  the  manufac- 
ture of  the  articles,  except  to  furnish  lead  and  pay  him  a 
given  price,  deducting  the  expenses ;  and  if  the  contract  was 
in  fact  carried  out  and  acted  upon  in  that  manner,  then  the 
defendants  would  not  be  liable.  But  if  the  agreement  was 
only  colorable,  and  was  entered  into  foi-  the  purpose  of 
deriving  the  benefit  and  profits  of  the  business,  without  as- 
suming the  responsibility  for  the  use  of  the  invention,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  throwing  the  responsibility  on  Lowber, 
who  was  insolvent,  then  they  were  as  responsible  as  he  was. 

That  ^ding  and  assisting  a  person  in  cairying  on  the  busi- 
ness and  in  operating  the  machinery,  would  implicate  the 
parties  so  engaged.  If,  therefoie,  these  defendants  partici- 
pated actively  in  conducting  the  machine,  directing  and  su- 
pervising itfi  operations  ;  if  the  evidence  establishes  that  ]K)bi- 
tion,  then,  as  aiding  and  assisting,  they  are  as  responsible  as 
Lowber  (to  which  last  opinion  and  decision  the  defendants' 
counsel  excepted). 

•Prior  to  the  giving  of  the  preceding  charge  to  the  r.-iog 
jury,  the  defendants'  counsel  requested  the  court  to  *- 
instruct  them  according  to  the  following  written  proposition 
submitted ;  and  his  honor,  after  he  delivered  the  said  charge, 
took  up  the  said  propositions  in  their  order,  and  gave  the  ui- 
structions  to  the  jury,  which  are  respectively  subjoined 
thereto. 

Proposition  I.  If  the  jury  believe  that  the  agreements  exe- 
cuted on  the  13th  of  April  and  13th  of  May,  1846,  by  which 
Ijowber,  as  manufacturer,  was  to  make  the  pipe  for  Leroy  &■ 
Co.,  on  his  machine,  at  55  cents  the  100  pounds,  was  real  and 
bond  fide,  on  an  actual  dissolution  of  the  partnership  of  Low- 
ber &  LeRoy,  and  not  colorable  to  throw  the  responsibility  of 
working  the  machine  on  Lowber  alone,  then  the  plaintifis 
cannot  recover. 

Upon  which,  bis  honor  said  that  he  had  already  given  all 
the  instructions  be  deemed  necessary  on  that  point ;  the  ptop- 
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ositiOD  was  correct,  and  it  was  for  the  jury  to  decide  that 
feet. 

Proposition  II.  That  even  if  the  Tathams  first  introduced 
the  pipe  in  question  in  this  country,  as  an  article  of  commerce, 
that  does  not  give  them  any  right  to  recover,  unless  the  pa- 
tents under  which  they  claim  were  good  and  valid,  for  an  in- 
vention not  before  known,  used,  or  described  in  a  public 
work. 

Upon  which  his  honor  instructed  the  juiyi  as  requested  by 
the  defendants'  counsel. 

Proposition  III,  That  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  combi- 
nation patented  by  the  plaintifiis  was  before  patented  by  Bur- 
roughs Titus,  or  any  one  else  in  this  country,  or  patented  and 
described  in  a  well  known  public  work  abroad,  the  plaintiffs 
cannot  recover,  although  such  machines  thus  patented  were 
not  actually  put  In  operation,  so  as  to  make  pipe  for  the  pub- 
lic. 

Upon  which  his  honor  instructetl  the  jury  that  he  had 
fdready  stated  to  them  that  the  plaintifTs  invention  did  not 
consist  in  the  mere  combination  of  machinery,  and,  therefore, 
if  those  patents  were  fur  casting  lead  pipe,  the  point  was  not 
material ;  that  it  was  nut  necessary  that  they  would  have 
made  pipe  for  public  use  to  defeat  a  subsequent  patent.  To 
which  inatructiou,  and  refusal  to  iustruct  the  jury  as  re- 
quested, the  defendants'  counsel  excepted. 

Proposition  IV.  That  the  Tatham  patent  is  void  on  its 
face,  the  Burr  machine  having  the  entire  combination,  in- 
cluding heat  and  pressure,  and  the  lead  in  a  set  state.  The 
patent  is  void  for  claiming  too  much;  should  only  have  been 
for  the  improvement,  viz.  substituting  the  bridge  and  short 
core  for  the  long  core,  and  not  for  the  whole  combination. 

His  honor  declined  to  give  tliis  instruction,  to  which  the 
defendants'  counsel  excepted. 

•IfiSl  "Proposition  V.  That  the  bridge  and  short  core 
■•  having  been  before  patented  ia  this  country  by  Bur- 
roughs Titus,  and  also  before  used  in  other  machines,  no  claim 
could  be  made  for  inti-oducing  into  Burr's  combination  such 
bridge. 

Upon  which  his  hotioi-  instructed  the  jury  as  follows:  Un- 
doubtedly that  is  so,  but  that  is  nut  the  plaintiffs  claim. 

Proposition  VI,  That  the  stiite  of  the  lead,  when  used  as 
described  in  the  plaintiffij'  specification,  being  a  principle  of 
nature,  is  not  the  subject  of  a  patent,  either  alone  or  in  com^ 
bination  with  the  machine  mentioned  in  that  specification. 

To  which  his  honor  stated,  the  first  part  of  the  proposition 
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waa  correct,  and  the  latter  part  not ;  and  the  defendants'  coun- 
sel excepted. 

PropoBitiou  VII.  That  the  using  of  a  metal  in  a  certain 
»tate,  or  at  a  certain  temperature,  alone,  or  in  combination 
with  a  machine,  was  not  the  subject  of  a  patent. 

To  which  his  honor  stated,  I  have  already  instructed  the 
juty  that  the  invention,  aa  described  by  the  Hansons,  is  a 
patentable  Bubjeet;  to  which  the  defendants'  counsel  ex- 
cepted. 

Proposition  VIII.  That  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  combi- 
nation of  cylinder,  piston,  bridge,  short  core,  die,  and  chamber, 
under  heat  and  pressure,  was  before  patented  in  this  country, 
by  Burroughs  Titus,  then  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover. 

Whereupon,  his  honor  instructed  the  jurj',  that  novelty  in 
the  mere  combination  of  the  machinery  was  not  essential  to 
the  plaintiffs'  right  to  recover,  except  as  connected  with  the 
development  and  application  of  the  principle  before  men- 
tioned; to  which  the  defendants'  counael  excepted. 

Proposition  IX.  That  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  same 
combination  of  cylinder,  piston,  bridge,  short  coi-e,  die,  and 
chamber,  under  heat  and  pressure,  had  before  been  patented 
in  England,  by  Bramah,  and  published  in  a  well  known  work, 
then  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover. 

His  houor  instructed  the  jury,  that  Bramah's  patent  and 
the  Tathams'  were  not  identical,  and  declined  to  instruct 
them  as  requested;  to  all  which  the  defendants'  counsel  ex- 
cepted. 

Proposition  X.  That  if  the  jury  believed  that  the  Burr, 
Bramah,  Titus  and  Hague  machines,  or  either  of  them,  were 
published  to  the  world  in  well  known  public  works,  and  had 
the  same  combination,  in  whole  or  in  part,  as  the  Hanson 
machine,  up  to  a  certain  point,  the  Tathams'  patent  is  void, 
for  claiming  too  mnch,  viz.  the  whole  combination. 

His  honor  instructed  the  jury,  that  he  had  explained  to 
them  his  views  on  that  part  of  the  ease,  and  declined  to  in- 
struct them  as  requested,  in  the  fnrm  of  which  the  proposition 
was  stated  ;  and  to  which  the  defendiints'  counael  excepted. 

•Proposition  XI.  That  the  reissue  of  the  patent  of  rmiad 
1846,  on  which  alone  the  plaintifife  can  claim,  was  not  '- 
warranted  by  the  patent  of  1841,  it  being  for  a  different,  and 
not  the  same  invention,  miadeacribed  by  inadvertence,  acci- 
dent or  mistake  ;  and,  in  fact,  was  a  new  patent,  under  color 
of  a  reissue. 

That  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  reissue  of  1846  was  for  a 
different  invention  from  the  patent  of  1841,  and  not  for  the 
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same  invention,  miadescribed  by  inadvertence,  accident,  or 
mistake,  then  the  plaintifie  caiinut  recover. 

His  honor  declined  to  instruct  the  jury  according  to  the 
first  branch  of  this  proposition,  to  which  the  derondants' 
counsel  excepted ;  but  did  instruct  them  In  the  affirmative, 
upon  the  last  branch  thereof. 

Proposition  XII.  That  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  com- 
bination patented,  was  before  described  in  some  well  known 
public  work,  either  in  this  country  or  in  England,  the  plain- 
tiffs cannot  recover,  although  such  machine,  or  the  pipe  made 
by  it,  was  never  introduced  in  this  country. 

Upon  which  his  honor  instructed  the  jury  in  the  affirma- 
tive. 

Proposition  XIII.  If  the  jury  believe  that  the  combina- 
tion claimed  was  before  known  or  used,  to  make  lead  pipe,  by 
others  than  the  Hansons  or  the  Tathams,  tlie  plaintiffs  am 
not  entitled  to  recover,  no  matter  how  limited  such  knowl- 
ec^e  ot  use  was,  if  the  invention  was  not  kept  secret. 

Upon  which  his  honor  instructed  the  jury  in  the  affirmii- 
tive. 

Proposition  XIV.  That  if  the  Maccaroni  machine,  or  the 
Busk  and  Harvey  clay-pipe  machine,  contained  the  same  com- 
bination as  the  plaintiffs'  machine,  that  the  plaintiffs  cannot 
recover,  by  reason  of  applying  the  same  combination  to  a  new 
use. 

Which  instructions  his  honor  declined  to  give,  and  stated 
that  he  had  explained  to  them  his  views  on  that  subject ;  and 
the  defendants  counsel  excepted. 

Proposition  XV.  That  it  the  jury  believe  that  Mr.  Low- 
ber's  machine  was  used  by  his  men  when  the  lead  was  in  a 
fluid,  and  not  in  a  set,  or  solid  state,  then  there  was  no  in- 
fringement, and  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover,  if  the  plaintiffs" 
patent  were  valid. 

Upon  which  his  lionor  instructed  the  jury  in  the  affirma- 
tive. 

Proposition  XVI.  That  the  jury  are  the  sole  and  exclu- 
sive judges,  as  questions  of  fact,  whether  the  combination 
aud  process  were  the  wime  in  the  plaintiffs'  machine  as  wiis 
in  Bramah's,  or  in  any  other  of  the  machines  proved  on  the 
trial. 

Upon  which  his  honor  charged  the  jury  that  this  was  so 
undoubtedly,  subject,  however,  to  the  principles  of  law,  as 
laid  down  in  his  preceding  charge  and  instructions ;  to  which 
the  defemlants'  counsel  excepted. 

,^y.c-|       •Proiwsition  XVII.     That  if  the  jury  believe  that 
-I  the  lead,  when  it  may  be  successfully  used  to  msMp- 
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pipe  with  plaintifiB'  nuichine,  muBt  not  be  in  a  set  or  solid 
atate,  as  described  in  their  specification,  and  that  it  can  only 
be  thus  used  in  a  fluid  or  pasty  state,  then  that  the  patent  is 
void,  and  the  jury  should  find  for  the  defendants,  on  tlie 
ground  that  the  specification  does  not  fairly  and  fully  describe 
the  nature  of  the  invention  claimed,  nor  the  condition  in 
which  the  lead  should  be  used,  so  as  to  enable  the  public  to 
ascertain  the  true  nature  of  the  invention,  the  manner  of  us- 
ing the  machine,  and  the  condition  in  which  the  lead  ought 
to  be  used. 

Which  instruction  his  honor  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

The  jury  then  retired  to  consider  their  verdict,  under  the 
said  charge  and  instructions;  and  subtiequently,  on  the  25th 
day  of  May,  1849,  returned  into  court  with  a  verdict  for  the 
said  plaintiffs  for  $11,394  damages,  and  six  cents  costs. 

And,  inasmuch  as  the  said  several  matt«rs  aforesaid,  do  not 
appear  by  the  record  of  the  said  verdict,  the  said  defendants' 
counsel  did  then  and  there  request  his  honor,  the  said  Judge, 
to  put  his  seal  to  this  bill  of  exceptions,  containing  the  saiif 
several  matters  aforesaid ;  and  his  honor,  the  said  Judge,  did, 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  request,  and  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  put  his  seal  to  this  bill  of  excep- 
tions, contMning  the  said  several  matters  aforesaid,  at  the  city 
of  New  York,  aforesaid,  the  same  25th  day  of  May,  1849. 
S.  Nelson. 

The  case  was  argued  by  Mr.  Oillett  and  Mr.  Noyet,  with 
whom  was  Mr.  Barbour,  for  the  plaintiffs  iu  error,  and  by 
Mr.  (Jutting  and  Mr.  Staple*,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

The  points  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error, 
were  the  following. 

1,  In  construing  a  patent,  and  deciding  what  are  the  in- 
ventions patented  thereby,  the  summing  up  is  conclusive. 
Nothing  is  patented  but  what  is  expressly  claimed.  Moody 
v.  FUke,  2  Mason,  112,  118;  Rex  v.  (huler,  1  Stark.,  354; 
Davies  on  Pat.,  398,  404 ;  Bovil  v.  Moore,  2  Marsh.  (Ky.), 
211 ;  Wyeth  v.  Stojie,  1  Story,  286 ;  Bovey  v.  Stevem,  3 
Woodb.  &  M.,  17. 

2.  What  is  described  in  a  patent,  and  not  claimed,  whether 
invented  by  the  patentee  or  not,  is  dedicated  to  the  public, 
and  cannot  be  afterwards  claimed,  as  a  part  of  his  patent,  in  a 
reissue,  or  otherwise.  Battin  v.  Taggart,  Judges  Kane  and 
Grier,  September  10, 1851 ;  6th  section  of  act  of  1836 ;  Met- 
Im  v.  Sihbee,  4  Mason,  111 ;   Grant  v.  Raymond,  6  Pet.,  218 ; 
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Shaw  V.  Cooper,  1  Pet,  292,  822,  823;  Pennoek  v.  Dialogue, 
2  Pet.,  1, 16. 

8.  A  patent  void  ia  part,  is  void  is  whole,  except  when 
•IAAI  "otherwise  provided  by  statute,  Wi/eth  v.  Stotie,  1 
^*"'J  Story,  285,  278-298-4 ;  Moody  v.  Mske,  2  Mason,  118, 
119 ;  Woodcock  v.  Parker,  1  Gall.,  438 ;  Hvans  v.  Haton,  7 
Wheat.,  856 ;  6  Cond.  R.,  302,  314 ;  Bovil  v.  Moore,  Davies'a 
Patents,  398 ;  Id.,  2  Marshall,  211 ;  Sill  v.  Thompson,  3  B. 
Moore,  244;  Bevington  v.  ffamka,  4  Barn.  &  Aid.,  541; 
Saunders  v.  Aaton,  3  Id.,  881 ;  Kay  v.  Marshall,  5  Bing. 
N.  C,  492 ;  Cfibson  v.  Brand,  4  Mann.  &  G.,  178 ;  MeFarlane 
V.  Price,  1  Stark.,  199 ;  Minton  v.  Moore,  1  Nov.  &  P.,  595 ; 
Bex  V.  Cutler,  1  Stark.,  359. 

4.  The  Judge  was  bound  to  present  to  the  consideration  of 
the  jury,  as  a  question  of  &ct,  in  the  words  of  the  statute, 
whether  the  patentee,  being  an  alien,  "  had  failed  and 
neglected,  for  the  space  of  eighteen  months  from  the  date  of 
the  patent,  to  put  and  continue  on  sale  to  the  public,  on 
reasonable  terms,  the  invention  for  which  the  patent  isaned." 
Tatham  and  others  v.  Loring,  decision  by  Judge  Story  on  this 
patent,  cited  on  brief. 

5.  It  was  error  in  the  Judge  to  instruct  the  jury  that  he 
had  examined  the  surrenderea  and  reissued  patent,  and  found 
the  improvement  the  same.  He  should  have  submitted  the 
question,  aa  one  of  fact,  to  the  jury,  for  them  to  determine, 
upon  the  evidence,  of  the  weight  of  which  they  were  the 
exclusive  judges.  It  was  also  error  to  instruct  them  that 
Bramah's  and  Tatham's  patent  were  not  identical.  That  was 
a  question  for  the  jury.  Curtis,  §  381 ;  Carver  v.  Braintree, 
2  Story,  432 ;  Stimson  v.  Wett  Chester  Railroad  Co.,  4  How., 
881. 

6.  The  question,  whether  the  combination  had  been  pre- 
viously patented,  or  described  in  a  printed  publication,  was 
one  01  fact,  which  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury. 

7.  Applying  an  old  machine  to  a  new  use,  or  to  produce  a 
new  result  is  not  the  subject  of  a  lawful  patent.  Boulton  v. 
Bvll,  2  H.  Bl.,  487  ;  Lash  v.  Hague,  Webs.  Pat.,  207  ;  Crane 
V.  Price,  4  Mann.  &  G.,  580  ;  Huddart  v.  Qrainshaw,  Webs. 
Pat.,  8;  Howe  v.  Abhott,  2  Story,  190, 193;  Bean  v.  Small- 
wood,  2  Story,  408,  410  ;  Hovey  v.  Stevens,  1  Woodb.  &  M., 
290,  297,  298 ;  Hay  v.  Marshail,  6  Bing.  N.  C,  492  (35  Com. 
Law,  pp.  194,  197,  198) ;  Gibson  v.  Brand,  4  Mann.  &  G., 
179  (43  Com.  Law,  100,  110)  ;  HoteKki%s  v.  Greenwood,  11 
How.,  248,  266 ;  Curtis,  §  26,  27. 

8.  Making  an  addition  to  an  old  combination  does  not 
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authorize  a  patent  for  tbe  whole  combination.    Such  a  patent 
would  be  broader  than  the  invention,  and  void. 

Act  1886,  §  6.  Hindmarch  on  Pat.,  184,  190,  and  cases 
cited ;  Batil  v.  Gihbs,  Daviea's  Pat.,  S98,  418  ;  Wkittemore  v. 
Cutler,  1  GaU.,  478;  Barrett  v.  Sail,  1  Mason,  447,  474; 
Moody  V.  Fiake,  2  Mason,  117 ;  Proviy  v.  Draper,  1  Story, 
568 ;  Hw)e  v.  Abbott,  2  Story,  190 ;  Brookt  v.  JenMiu,  3 
McLean,  488;  *Evam  v.  Eaton,  1  Pet.  C.  C,  822;  ■-•i«t 
Curtis,  §§  8,  9,  10, 11;  Brookt  v.  Bieknell,  4  McLean,  L  ^^* 
64,  73 ;  Root  v.  Ball,  4  McLean,  177, 180;  Parker  v.  EauoHh, 
4  McLean,  870,  878 ;  Pronty  v.  Buggies,  16  Pet.,  886,  341 ; 
£vaiu  V.  Saton,  7  Wheat.,  856  ;  6  Cond.  R.,  802,  814. 

9.  The  plaintifiB,  Henry  B.  and  Benjamin  Tatham,  not 
being  inventors,  were  not  authorized  to  surrender  the  patent 
granted  to  them  aB  assigneeB,  and  receive  a  reissued  patent 
thereon.    Patent  act  of  1887,  §  6. 

10.  The  reissued  patent  is  void,  becanse  issued  to  a  party 
who  was  neither  an  original  inventor,  nor  his  assignee.  Act 
of  1887,  §  6. 

11.  Neither  a  principle  nor  an  effect  can  be  patented,  bat  a 
patent  must  be  for  a  mode  of  embodjdng  the  former  to  pro- 
duoe  the  latter,  invented  by  the  patentee.  Kemper't  eate,  by 
Chief  Justice  Cranch,  in  Curtis  on  Pat.,  600 ;  Wyetk  v.  Stime, 
1  Story,  286 ;  Hill  v.  Thompion,  8  Taunt.,  376 ;  b.  c,  4  Com. 
L.  R.,  161 ;  Brunton  v.  Hawkg,  4  Barn.  &  Aid.,  541 ;  8.  c,  6 
Com.  L.  R.,  509;  J^oody  v.  Figke,  2  Mason,  118  ;  Whittemore 
V.  Cutler,  1  Gall.,  478,  480 ;  Stone  v.  Sprague,  1  Story,  270, 
272;  Blanchard  v.  Sprague,  8  Sumn.,  585,  640;  8.  c,  2 
Story,  164,  194;  Howe  v.  Abbott,  2  Story,  194;  Smith  v. 
Downing,  decided  in  1860  by  Judge  Woodbniy ;  Detmould  v. 
Beevet,  Grier  and  Kane,  Judges,  1861 ;  BouUon  v.  Watt,  2  H. 
Bl.,  468  ;  B.  c,  Davis  on  Pat.,  162, 192. 

The  oounsel  for  the  defendants  in  error  made  the  following 
pointa: 

No  exception  was  taken  to  the  admission  or  exclusion  of 
testimony ;  but  solely  to  the  Judge's  chaige. 

Tbe  invention  for  which  the  patent  was  granted  consisteil 
in  the  diBCOveiy,  that,  under  certain  conditions,  and  by  tbe 
use  and  application  of  certain  methods,  lead,  and  some  of  its 
alloys,  while  in  a  set  state,  could,  after  being  separated  into 
parts,  be  reunited  and  welded,  and  thus  formed  into  pipe ; 
and  also  of  the  mode  of  doing  this ;  producing  thereby  a  new 
article  of  maonfiicture,  wrought  lead  pipe — avoiding  the 
objectionfl  which  hod  almtys  prevented  success  in  ctuting 
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pipe :  and  by  this  discovery  overcomiog  the  defects  of  Burr's 
method,  on  which  this  was  au  improvement. 

The  patentees,  in  degcribing  the  invention,  say  that  they 
"have  found  from  experience  that  lead  and  some  of  its 
alloys,  when  recently  become  set,  or  in  a  condition  just  short 
of  fluidity,  being  still  under  heat  and  extreme  pressure,  in 
a  close  vessel,  will  reunite  perfectly  after  a  separation  of  its 
parts,"  and  that,  therefore,  they  construct  their  machinery 
t-if-a-i  as  follows — and  •then  proceed  to  describe  the  machin- 
J  ery  or  apparatus,  as  adapted  by  them  to  this  discovery, 
and  by  which  they  produce  the  practical  result  above  stated. 

After  describing  the  apparatus  and  the  modes  of  using  it, 
the  patentees  repeat,  "  that  the  remarkable  feature  of  their 
invention  is,  that  soft  metals,  when  in  a  set  state,  being  yet 
under  heat,  can  be  made,  by  extreme  pressure,  to  reunite  per- 
fectly, around  a  core  after  a  separation,  and  thus  be  formed 
into  strong  pipes  or  tubes." 

And  "  that  the  essential  difference  in  the  character  of  this 
pipe,  distinguishing  it  from  all  others  before  made,  was,  that 
it  was  wrought  under  beat  by  pressure  and  constriction  from 
set  metal ;  and  that  it  is  not  a  casting  formed  in  a  mould." 

And  they  close  by  claiming,  as  their  invention,  "  the  com- 
bination described  by  them,  when  used  to  form  pipes  of  metal 
under  heat  and  pressure  in  the  manner  set  forth.' 

The  Judge,  in  his  charge,  in  commenting  on  the  patent, 
states  tlte  invention  to  be  substantially  as  above  stated ;  and 
to  this  construction  and  view  of  the  patent,  no  exception  was 
taken  by  the  defendants. 

The  court  then  proceed  further  to  instruct  the  jury,  and 
in  answer  to  certain  propositions  submitted  by  the  plaintiffs 
in  error  for  the  consideration  of  the  court. 

I.  Tlie  first  proposition  laid  down  by  the  court,  is,  that  Uie 
mere  combination  of  machineiy,  not  new,  in  the  abstract, 
when  combined  with  and  applied  to  the  practical  development 
of  a  new  principle,  to  produce  a  new  and  useful  result,  may 
be  the  subject  of  a  valid  patent.  This  principle  is  repeated 
several  times,  in  different  connections,  in  the  course  of  the 
charge  to  the  jury ;  and  as  often  excepted  to  by  the  counsel 
for  the  defendants. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  in  error,  insist  that  the 
above  position  is  correct,  and  supported  by  principle,  by  pre- 
cedent, and  by  practice. 

1.  The  position  is  supported  by  principle,  founded  on  the 

statutes  giving  patents  to  inventors.    He  who  discovers  a  new 

principle,  and  jioints  out  the  means  of  applying  it,  to  produce 

a  new  and  useful  result,  comes  within  the  settled  construction 
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of  the  EDgliah  Rct,  giving  a  patent  for  the  sole  working  of 
any  manner  of  new  manufactures.  See  tith  section  of  tbe 
act  21  James  1  (1623).  By  our  patent  law,  any  person, 
having  invented  or  discovered  any  new  manufacture,  &o.,  is 
entitled  to  a  patent.  See  6th  section  of, the  act  4th  July, 
1836.  The  term  new  manufacture  includes  not  only  the  thing 
produced,  but  the  means  of  producing  it. 

2.  Tliia  principle  is  supported  by  authority.  Curtis,  Pat., 
§  9,  §§  71  to  91 ;  also  ch.  2,  pp.  57  to  94,  and  cases  there 
cited.  *£^rl  Dudley's  patent  for  tbe  use  of  pea  or  pit  tb-irq 
coal,  in  the  manufacture  of  iron.  1  Carpm.,  16;  1  I- 
Webs.  Pat.  Gas.,  14,  S.  C. — Nielson's  patent  for  the  hot  air 
blast,  in  connection  with  common  bituminous  pit  coal,  in  the 
manufacture  of  iron.  8  Mees.  &  W.,  806  to  825;  a.  d.,  1841 ; 
Niehon  v.  Hartford,  ^c,  1  Webs.  Pat.  Cas.,  295,  328,  and  328 
to  373  ;  A.  D.,  1841 ;  S.  C,  874.— Crane's  patent  for  the  hot 
air  blast,  in  connection  with  anthracite  coal.     Crane^i  patent, 

1  Webs.  Pat.  Cas.,  375;  date  1836.  Crane  v.  Pnee,  ^c;  1 
Webs.  Pat.  Cas.,  377,  393  ;  A.  d.,  1842,  'S.  C,  4  Mann.  &  G., 
380;  S.  C,  43  E.  C.  L.,  301 ;  S.  C,  2d  vol.,  Frank.  J.  for  year 
1851,  p.  388 ;  French  ^c.  v-  Rog&n  ^c,  894  to  897,  and  cases 
there  cited  by  the  court.     6  Eng.  Law  &:  Eq.,  536,  overruling 

2  Car.  &  K.,  cited  v%.  Leon.,  43,  47,  52  j  Curtis,  81  a ;  Web- 
ster, 229,  n. 

11.  The  second  exception  by  the  defendants'  counsel  is  to 
the  charge  of  the  court,  in  relation  to  Mr.  Keller's  evidence. 

it  is  ditliciiltto  see  upon  what  ground  this  exception  of  the 
defendants  to  the  charge  of  the  court  is  founded.  After  re- 
marking upon  the  character  and  weight  of  the  fact  testified  to, 
the  whole  is  submitted  to  the  jury  ^r  their  decision. 

in.  The  third  exception  taken  to  the  charge  of  the  court 
is  found  in  the  next  two  paragraphs  on  the  same  piw;e,  and 
relates  to  the  reissued  patent.  The  same  is  repeated  m  the 
call  of  the  defendants,  in  their  eleventh  proposition,  upon 
which  they  ask  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury. 

The  substance  of  the  charge,  as  given  in  both  instances,  \-. 
that  the  langu^e  in  one  patent  was  in  some  parts  different 
from  that  in  the  other,  but  the  meaning  was  substantially  the 
same  in  both.  That  the  reissued  patent  must  be  for  the  same 
invention  as  the  first ;  and  the  matter  of  fact  was  left  to  the 
jury. 

IV.  The  next  exception  is  to  the  charge  of  tbe  court, 
as  found  at  the  top  of  the  42d  pt^e  of  the  case,  and  is  an 
follows ; 

"That  in  the  patents  referred  to,  from  the  year  1797  tr> 
1832,  the  oombination  which  was  claimed  to  be  identical,  ivus 
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confessedlr  used  for  making  pipe,  by  casting  with  fluid  lead 
ID  a  mould,  and  after  it  was  set,  by  the  apphcation  of  water, 
forcing  it  out. 

"And  the  question  is,  whether  any  of  these  inventions 
are  substantially  the  aame  as  the  plaintifib' ;  whether,  even, 
if  by  these  modes,  pipe  had  been  successfully  m&de  for  com- 
mon use,  it  would  have  been  made  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
Hansons' ;  to  which  opinion,  the  counsel  for  the  defendants 
excepted." 

Whether  the  modes  referred  to  by  the  court,  of  manufactur- 
ing pipe,  were  the  same  or  different,  was  a  question  of  fact 
•1701  ^^^^  *** *****  J""^ '  ^^^  ^^^  court  did  not,  by  the  manner 
-I  of  stating  the  point,  withdraw  it  from  the  consideratioD 
of  the  jury. 

y.  The  fifth  exception  relates  to  the  charge  of  the  court, 
as  to  the  duty  of  the  plaintifl^  to  put  and  keep  the  invention 
on  sale  on  reasonable  tenns,  and  they  say  that  it  was  not  es- 
sential that  the  patentees  should  take  active  means  for  the 
purpose  of  putting  their  invention  in  market,  and  forcing  a 
sale ;  but  that  they  should  at  all  times  be  ready  to  sell  at  a 
fair  price,  when  a  reasonable  offer  was  made. 

That  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  it  was  put  and  con- 
tinued on  sale,  under  this  view  of  the  law — to  which  the 
counsel  for  the  defendants  excepted. 

We  insist  that  the  court  took  a  correct  view  of  the  statute, 
and  properly  submitted  the  question  of  fact  to  the  jury ;  and 
that  the  exception  is  not  well  taken. 

VI.  The  next  exception  in  the  order  in  which  the  defend- 
ants in  error  have  noticed  them,  relates  to  the  instructions  of 
the  court,  in  relation  to  the  liability  of  Le  Roy  and  Smith 
jointly,  with  the  other  defendant,  Lowber. 

It  seems,  to  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  in  error,  that 
the  question  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury,  as  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  how  far  Le  Roy  and  Smith  had  made  themselves 
liable  with  Lowber.  The  defendants  in  error  insist  that  the 
exception  to  this  part  of  the  chaise  is  not  well  taken. 

Vn.  In  answer  to  the  fourth  proposition,  on  which  the  court 
was  requested  to  instruct  the  jury  that  Tatham's  patent  was 
void  on  its  face,  &c.  We  say  that  the  charge  of  the  court  was 
correct.  The  patentees  in  Tatham's  patent  have  pointed  out 
clearly  what  they  claim,  and  what  they  do  not  claim. 

VIII.  In  their  ninth  proposition,  the  defendants  requested 
the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  — 

"  That  if  they  believed  the  same  combination  of  cylinder, 
piston,  bridge,  short  core,  die,  and  chamber,  under  beat  and 
preasare,  had  before  been  patented  in  Englsnd  by  BnuniUi, 
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and  published  in  a  well  known  work,  then  the  plaintiffe  can- 
not recover." 

Upon  this  proposition  the  court  instructed  the  jury,  that 
Bramah's  patent  and  the  Tathams'  were  not  identical ;  and 
declined  to  instruct  the  jury  as  requested.  To  which  the 
counsel  for  the  defendants  excepted.  This  request  by  the 
defendants  for  the  above  instruction  was  based  on  the  as- 
sumption of  a  fact  not  proved  and  not  true,  and  was  correctly 
refused. 

IX.  The  defendants  requested  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  according  to  their  tenth  proposition,  which  is  as  follows, 
— "  That  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  Burr,  Bramah,  Titus, 
and  Hague  machines,  or  either  of  them,  were  pubh'shed  to  the 
world  in  well  'known  public  worke,  and  had  the  same  r«-i7| 
combination,  in  whole  or  in  part,  as  the  Hanson  ma-  '• 
chine,  up  to  a  certain  point,  the  Tathams'  patent  is  void  for 
claiming  too  much,  viz.,  the  whole  combination;  and  the 
court  thereupon  instructed  the  jury,  that  they  had  explained 
their  views  on  that  part  of  the  case,  and  declined  to  instruct 
them  as  requested  in  the  form  in  which  the  proposition  was 
stated,"  To  which  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  excepted, 
and  the  defendants  in  error  insist  that  this  exception  la  not 
well  tiikcn. 

X.  The  sixteenth  proposition,  on  which  the  court  was  re- 
quested to  instruct  the  jury,  is  in  the  following  words, 
namely, — 

"  That  the  juiy  are  the  sole  and  exclusive  judges  as  to  the 
questions  of  fact,  whether  the  combination  and  process  were 
the  same  in  the  plaintiff's  machine  as  was  Bramah's,  or  in  any 
other  of  the  machines  proved  on  the  trial.  And  thereupon 
the  court  instructed  the  jury,  that  this  was  so  undoubteuly ; 
subject,  however,  to  the  principles  of  law  as  laid  down  in  the 
preceding  charge  and  instnictions."  To  which  the  counsel 
for  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  defendants  in  error  insist  that  none  of  the  exceptions 
aforesaid  are  well  taken  ;  and  that  said  judgment  should  be 
affirmed,  with  costs  and  damf^es. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  a  case  on  error,  from  the  <^uit  Court  of  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York. 

The  action  was  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court,  to  recover 
damages  for  an  alleged  infringement  of  a  patent  for  new  and 
useful  improvements  in  machinery  for  making  pipes  and 
tubes  from  mefiiHic  sulistaiices. 

The  declaration  alleged  that  John  and  Charles  Hanson,  of 
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England,  were  the  iiiventoi»  of  the  inipi-ovements  speciiied, 
on  or  prior  to  the  31st  of  August,  1837 ;  that  on  the  10th  of 
January,  1840,  the  Hansons  assigned  to  H.  B.  and  B.  Tat- 
ham,  two  of  the  defendants  iu  error,  the  full  and  exclusive 
right  to  said  improvements;  that,  on  the  29th  of  March, 
1m1,  letters-patent  were  granted  for  the  improvements  to 
the  Tathams,  as  the  assignees  of  the  Hansons ;  that,  after- 
wards, H.  B.  and  B.  Tathain  assigned  to  G.  N.  Tatham,  the 
remaining  defendant  in  error,  an  undivided  third  part  of  the 
patent. 

On  the  14th  of  March,  1846,  the  said  letters-patent  were 
surrendered,  on  the  ground  that  the  specifications  of  the  im- 
provements claimed  were  defective,  and  a  new  patent  was 
issued,  wliich  granted  to  the  .patentees,  their  heirs,  &c.,  for 
the  term  of  fourteen  years,  from  the  31st  of  August,  1837, 
the  exclusive  right  to  make  and  vend  the  improvements  se- 
•1721  ^''■^*^-  *'^^  "declaration  states,  the  patent  was  of  the 
-I  value  of  fifty  thousand  doUai's  ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ants below  had  made  and  vended  lead  pipe  to  the  amount  of 
two  thousand  tons,  in  violation  of  the  patent,  and  to  the  in- 
jury of  the  plaintifis  twenty  thousand  dollars. 

The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty  ;  the  defendant  Lowher 
did  not  join  in  the  plea,  but  permitted  judgment  to  be  entered 
gainst  him  by  default.  On  the  trial,  certain  bills  of  excep- 
tions were  taken  to  the  instructions  of  the  court  to  the  jury, 
on  which  errors  are  assigned. 

The  schedule,  which  is  annexed  to  the  patent,  and  forms  a 
part  of  it,  states  that  the  invention  consists  "  in  certain  im- 
provements u[)on,  and  additions  to,  the  machinery  used  for 
manufacturing  pipes  and  tubes  from  lead  or  tin,  or  an  alloy 
of  soft  metals  capable  of  being  forced,  by  great  pressure, 
from  out  of  a  receiver,  through  or  between  apertures,  dies, 
and  cores,  when  in  a  set  or  sohd  state,  set  forth  in  the  speci- 
fication of  a  patent  granted  to  Thomas  Burr,  of  Shrewsbury, 
in  Shropshire,  England,  dated  the  11th  of  April,  1820." 
After  describing  Burr's  machine,  its  defects,  and  the  im- 
provements made  on  it  as  claimed,  the  patentees  say,  "Pipes 
thus  made  are  found  to  possess  great  solidity  and  unusual 
strength,  and  a  fine  uniformity  of  thickness  and  accuracy  of 
bore  is  arrived  at,  such  as,  it  is  believed,  has  never  before 
been  attained  by  any  other  machinery." 

"  The  essential  difference  in  the  character  of  this  pipe, 
which  distinguishes  it,  as  well  as  that  contemplated  by 
Thomas  Burr,  from  all  other  heretofore  known  or  attempted, 
is  that  it  is  wrought  under  best,  by  pressore  and  oonsttiotioD, 
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from   set  metal ;  and  that  it  is  not  a  casting  formed  in  a 
mould." 

And  they  declare,  "  We  do  not  claim  aa  our  invention  and 
improvement,  any  of  the  parts  of  the  above-described  ma- 
chinery, independently  of  its  arrangement  and  combination 
above  set  forth.  What  we  do  claim  as  our  invention,  and 
desire  t^i  secure,  is,  the  combination  of  the  following  parts 
above  described,  to  wit :  the  core  and  bridge,  or  guide-piece, 
with  the  cylinder,  the  piston,  the  chamber  and  the  die,  when 
used  to  form  pipes  of  metal,  under  heat  and  pressure,  in  the 
manner  set  forth,  or  in  any  other  manner  substantially  the 
same." 

"  The  plaintiffs  gave  in  evidence  certain  agreements  between 
the  defendants,  showing  the  manufacture  of  lead  pipe  by  the 
defendant  Lowber,  for  the  defendants  Le  Roy  and  Smith. 
And  also  evidence  tending  to  pi-ove  that  the  said  John  Han- 
son and  Charles  Hanson  were  the  original  and  flret  inventors 
of  the  improvement  described  in  the  said  letters-patent ;  tliat 
the  invention  and  discovery  therein  described  was  new  and 
useful ;  that  the  lead  pipe  manufactured  thereby,  was  supe- 
rior in  quality  *aiid  strength,  capable  of  resisting  roiTQ 
much  greater  pressure,  and  more  free  from  defects  *■ 
than  any  pipe  before  made ,  that  in  all  the  modes  of  making 
lead  pipe,  previously  known  and  in  use,  it  could  be  made 
only  in  short  pieces,  but  that  by  this  improved  mode  it  could 
be  made  of  any  required  length,  and  also  of  any  required 
size ;  and  that  the  introduction  of  lead  pipe,  made  in  the 
mode  described,  had  superseded  the  use  of  that  made  by  any 
of  the  modes  before  in  use,  and  that  it  was  also  furnished  at 
a  less  price." 

"And  the  plainti^  also  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove 
that  lead,  when  recently  become  set,  and  while  under  heat 
and  extreme  pressure  in  a  close  vessel,  would  reunite  per- 
fectly, after  a  separation  of  its  parts ;  and  that  in  the  process 
described  in  the  said  patent,  lead  pipe  was  manufactured  by 
being  thus  separated  and  reunited;  and  that  the  said  John 
and  Charles  Hanson  were  the  first  and  original  discoverers 
thereof ;  and  that  such  discovery,  and  it«  reduction  to  a  prac- 
tical result  in  the  mode  described  in  said  letters-patent,  was 
useful  and  important." 

"And  the  plaintiffs  also  gave  evidence,  conducing  to  prove 
that  the  improvement,  described  in  the  letters-patent,  was 
the  same  invention  and  discovery  which  had  been  made  by 
the  said  John  and  Charles  Hanson,  and  for  which  letters- 
patent  had  been  granted  to  them  in  Ekigland,  and  subse- 
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quetitly  in  this  country,  to  the  Tathams,  as  recited  Id  the 
letters-patent." 

"And  the  plaintifis  also  gave  evidence  conducing  to  prove 
that  they  had  been  ready  and  willing,  and  had  offered  to  sell 
the  said  invention,  within  eighteen  months  succeeding  the 
issuing  of  said  letters-patent  to  them,  and  also  since ;  and 
had,  within  the  said  eighteen  months,  sold  the  same  for  a 
la^e  portion  of  the  United  States." 

The  defendants'  counsel  then  read  in  evidence  from  the 
"  Repertory  of  Arts,"  vol.  16,  page  344,  the  desciiption  of 
the  patent  to  the  Hansons,  dated  August  31,  1837.  They 
also  read  in  evidence  the  patent  issued  upon  the  application 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  Patent  Office,  containing  another 
specification,  which  was  annexed  to  the  patent  smrendered. 
And  also  they  read  the  specification  of  Thomas  Burr's  patent, 
of  April  11,  1820.  Also  a  patent  granted  to  George  W. 
Potter,  described  in  the  I2th  "  Franklin  Journal  of  Arts," 
published  in  1833 ;  they  also  read  the  specification  of  a  patent 
granted  in  England,  to  Bush  and  Harvey,  on  December  6th, 
817;  and  also  the  specification  of  a  patent  granted  in  Eng- 
land to  Joseph  Bramah,  October  31st,  1797. 

Evidence  was  also  given,  to  show  that  the  combination  of 
machinery  for  making  lead  pipe,  described  in  public  works  as 
^,  I- .  1  "having  been  invented  by  Burrouglia  Titus,  by  George 
J  W.  Potter,  by  Jesse  Fox,  by  John  Hague,  and  by 
Joseph  Bramah,  were  substantially  the  same  as  mat  used  by 
the  plaintiffs ;  that  the  combination  of  machinery,  patented 
as  hereinbefore  stated,  by  Bush  and  Harvey,  for  making  pipes 
of  clay,  and  that  used  for  making  maccaroni,  were  substan- 
tially the  same  an  that  described  in  the  plaintiffs'  patent. 

In  their  charge  to  the  jury,  the  court  said,  "They,  the 
plaintiff,  also  state,  that  they  do  not  claim  any  of  the  parts 
of  the  machinery,  the  cylinder,  core,  die,  or  bridge,  but  that 
they  claimed  the  combination  when  used  to  form  pipes  of 
metal,  under  heat  and  pressure,  in  the  way  they  have  de- 
scribed. There  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  this  combination  is 
new,  and  produces  a  new  and  useful  result,  it  is  the  proper 
subject  of  a  patent."  "The  result  is  a  new  manufacture. 
And  even  if  the  mere  combination  of  machinery  in  the  abstract 
is  not  new,  still,  if  uaed  and  applied  in  connection  with  the 
practical  development  of  a  pnnciple,  newly  discovered,  pro- 
ducing a  new  and  useful  result,  the  subject  is  patentable.  In 
this  view,  the  improvement  of  the  plaintiffs  is  the  application 
of  a  combination  of  machinery  to  a  new  end ;  to  the  develop- 
ment and  application  of  a  new  principle,  resulting  in  a  new 
and  useful  manufacture.    That  the  discovery  of  a  new  prin- 
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ciple  is  not  patentable,  but  it  must  be  embodied  and  brought 
into  operation  by  machinery,  so  aa  to  produce  a  new  and  an 
useful  result.  Upon  this  view  of  the  patent,  it  is  an  import- 
ant question  for  the  jury  to  det«rmine,  fi-unt  the  evidence, 
whether  the  fact  is  established,  on  which  the  alleged  improve- 
ment is  founded,  that  lead  in  a  set,  or  semi-eolid  state,  can 
thus  be  reunited  or  welded,  after  separation."  To  this  instruc- 
tion the  defendants  excepted. 

It  was  also  objected,  tost  the  plaintiff's  patent  was  invalid 
for  want  of  originality;  that  the  invention  had  been  before 
described  in  public  works,  and  Bramah,  Hague,  Titus,  For, 
and  Potter,  were  relied  on  by  the  defendants. 

To  this  it  was  replied,  by  the  court,  "  That  in  the  view 
taken  by  the  court  in  the  construction  of  the  patent,  it  was 
not  material  whether  the  mere  combinations  of  machinery 
referred  to  were  similar  to  the  combination  used  by  the 
Hansons,  because  the  originality  did  not  consist  in  the  nov- 
elty of  the  machinery,  but  in  bringing  a  newly  discovered 
principle  into  practical  application,  by  which  a  useful  article 
of  manufacture  is  produced,  and  wrought  pipe  made  as 
distinguished  from  cast  pipe."  To  this  charge  there  was 
also  an  exception. 

The  word  principle  is  used  by  elementary  writers  on  patent 
subjects,  and  sometimes  in  adjudications  of  courts,  with  such 
a  want  of  precision  in  its  application,  as  to  mislead.  It  is 
'admitted,  that  a  principle  is  not  patentable.  A  prin-  j,-,  ,.r 
ciple,  in  the  abstract,  is  a  fundamental  truth ;  an  origi-  '- 
nal  cause ;  a  motive ;  these  cannot  be  patented,  as  no  one 
can  claim  in  either  of  them  an  exclusive  right.  Nor  can  an 
exclusive  right  exist  to  a  new  power,  should  one  be  discovered 
in  addition  to  those  already  known.  Through  the  agency  of 
machineiT  a  new  steam  power  may  be  said  to  liave  been 
generated.  But  no  one  can  appropriate  this  power  exclu- 
sively to  himself,  under  the  patent  laws.  The  same  may  be 
said  of  electricity,  and  of  any  other  power  in  nature,  wliich 
is  alike  open  t«  all,  and  may  be  applied  to  useful  purposes  by 
the  use  of  machinery. 

In  all  such  cases,  the  processes  used  to  extract,  modify,  and 
concentrate  natural  agencies,  constitute  the  invention.  The 
elements  of  the  power  exist ;  the  invention  is  not  in  discover- 
ing them,  but  in  applying  them  to  useful  objects.  Whether 
the  machinery  used  be  novel,  or  oonsist  of  a  new  combination 
of  parts  known,  the  riglit  of  the  inventor  is  secured  against 
all  who  use  the  same  mechanical  power,  or  one  that  shall  be 
substantially  the  same. 

A  patent  is  not  good  for  an  effect,  or  the  result  of  a  certain 
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process,  as  that  would  prohibit  all  other  persons  iiora  making 
the  aame  thing  by  any  means  whatsoever.  This,  by  creating 
monopolies,  would  discourage  arts  and  manufactures,  against 
the  avowed  policy  of  the  patent  laws. 

A  new  property  discovered  iu  matter,  when  practically  ap- 
plied, in  the  construction  of  a  useful  uiicle  of  commerce  or 
manufacture,  is  patentable ;  but  the  process  through  which 
the  new  property  is  developed  and  applied,  must  be  stated, 
with  such  precision  as  to  enable  an  ordinary  mechanic  to  con- 
struct and  apply  the  necessary  process.  This  is  required  by 
the  patent  laws  of  England  and  of  the  United  States,  in  order 
that  when  the  patent  shall  run  out,  the  public  may  know  how 
to  profit  W  the  invention.  It  is  said,  in  the  case  of  the 
Houtehill  Company  v.  Neileon,  1  Webs.  Pat.  Cas.,  683,  "  A 
patent  will  be  good,  though  the  subject  of  the  patent  consists 
in  the  discovery  of  a  great,  general,  and  most  comprehensive 
principle  in  science  or  law  of  nature,  if  that  principle  is  by 
the  specification  applied  to  any  special  purpose,  so  as  thereby 
to  effectuate  a  practical  result  and  benefit  not  previously  at- 
tained." In  that  case,  Mr.  .Justice  Clerk,  in  his  charge  to 
the  jury,  said,  *'  the  specification  does  not  claim  any  thing  as 
to  the  form,  nature,  shape,  materials,  numbers,  or  mathemat- 
ical character  of  the  vessel  or  vessels  in  which  the  air  is  to  be 
heated,  or  as  to  the  mode  of  heating  such  vessels,"  &c.  The 
patent  was  for  "the  improved  application  of  bit  to  produce 
heat  in  fires,  forges,  and  furnaces,  where  bellows  or  other 
blowing  apparatus  are  required." 

*17fi1  *'"  ^^^^  oaae,  although  the  machinery  was  not 
J  claimed  as  a  part  of  the  invention,  the  jury  were  in- 
structed to  inquire,  "  whether  the  specification  was  not  such 
as  to  enable  workmen  of  ordinary  skill  to  make  machinery  or 
apparatus  capable  of  producing  the  effect  set  forth  in  said 
letters-patent  and  specification.'  And,  that  in  order  tOBscer- 
tain  whether  the  defendants  had  infringed  the  patent,  the  jury 
should  inquire  whether  they,  "  did  by  themselves  or  others, 
and  in  contravention  of  the  privileges  conferred  by  the  said 
letters-patent,  use  machinery  or  apparatus  substantially  the 
same  with  the  machinery  or  apparatus  described  in  the  plain- 
tiffs specifieation,  and  to  the  effect  set  forth  in  said  letters- 
patent  and  specification."  So  it  would  seem  that  where  a 
patent  is  obtained,  without  a  claim  to  the  invention  of  the 
machinery,  through  which  a  valuable  result  is  produced,  a 
precise  specidcation  is  required ;  and  the  test  of  infringement 
18,  whether  the  defendants  have  used  substantially  the  same 
process  to  produce  the  same  result. 

In  the  case  before  ua,  the  court  instructed  the  jury  that 
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the  invention  did  not  consist  "in  the  novelty  of  the  machin- 
ery, but  in  bringing  a  newly  discovered  principle  into  prac- 
tical application,  by  which  a  useful  article  of  manufacture  is 
produced,  and  wruught  pipe  made  as  distinguished  from  cast 
pipe." 

A  patent  for  leaden  pipes  would  uot  be  good,  as  it  would 
he  for  an  effect,  and  would,  contiequeutly,  prohibit  all  other 
persons  from  using  the  same  article,  however  manufactured. 
Leaden  jiipes  are  the  same,  the  metal  being  in  no  respect  dif- 
ferent. Any  difference  in  form  and  strength  must  arise  from 
the  mode  of  nianufacturin?  the  pipes.  The  new  property  in 
the  metal  claimed  to  have  been  discovered  by  the  patentees, 
belongs  to  the  process  of  manufacture,  and  not  to  the  thing 
made. 

But  we  must  look  to  the  claim  of  the  invention  stated  in 
their  application  by  the  patentees.  They  say,  "  We  do  uot 
claim  as  our  invention  and  improvement  any  of  the  parta  of 
the  above  described  machinery.  Independently  of  their 
arrangement  and  combination  above  set  forth."  "  What  we 
claim  as  our  invention,  and  desire  to  secure  by  letters-patent, 
is,  the  combination  of  the  following  parts  above  described,  to 
wit,  the  core  and  bridge  or  guide-piece,  the  chamber,  and  the 
die,  when  used  to  form  pipes  of  metal,  under  heat  and  pres- 
sure, in  the  manner  set  forth,  or  in  any  other  manner  substan- 
tially the  same." 

The  patentees  have  founded  their  claim  on  this  si)eciiica- 
tion,  and  they  can  neither  modify  nor  abandon  it  in  whole  or 
in  part.  The  combination  of  the  machinery  is  claimed, 
through  which  the  new  property  of  lead  was  developed,  as  a 
part  of  the  process  in  the  structure  of  the  pipes.  But  the 
jury  were  instructed,  "that  the  originality  of  the  invention 
did  not  consist  in  the  *noveltj  of  tne  machinery,  but  rci^T 
in  bringing  a  newly  discovered  principle  into  practical  '- 
application."  The  patentees  claimed  the  combination  of  the 
machinery  as  their  invention  in  part,  and  no  such  claim  can 
be  sustained  without  establishing  its  novelty — not  as  to  the 
parts  of  which  it  is  composed,  but  as  to  the  combination, 
riie  question  whether  the  newly-developed  property  of  lead, 
used  in  the  formation  of  pipes,  might  have  been  ])atented,  if 
claimed  as  developed,  without  the  invention  of  machinery, 
was  not  in  the  case. 

In  the  case  of  Bean  v.  iSmallwood,  2  Story,  408,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Story  said,  "He  (the  patentee)  says  that  the  same 
apparatus,  stated  in  this  last  claim,  has  been  long  in  use,  and 
applied,  if  not  to  chairs,  at  least  in  other  machines,  to  pur- 
poses of  a  similar  nature.    If  this  be  so,  then  the  invention  is 
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not  new,  but  tit  most  is  an  old  invention,  or  apparatus,  or 
machinery  applied  to  a  new  purpose.  Now  I  take  it  to  be 
clear,  that  a  machine,  or  apparatus,  or  other  mechanical  con- 
trivance, in  order  to  give  the  party  a  claim  to  a  [mtent  there- 
for, must  in  itself  be  substantially  new.  If  it  is  old  and  well 
known,  and  applied  only  to  a  new  purpose,  that  does  not 
make  it  patentable." 

We  think  there  was  error  in  the  above  instruction,  that  the 
novelty  of  the  combination  of  the  machinery,  specifically 
claimed  by  the  pat«nteeB  as  their  invention,  was  not  a  mate- 
rial fact  for  the  jury,  and  that  on  that  ground,  the  judgment 
must  be  reversed.  The  other  i-uHngs  of  the  court  excepted 
to,  we  shall  not  examine,  as  they  are  substantially  correct. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON,  Mr.  Justice  WAYNE,  and  Mr. 
Justice  GRIER  dissented. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON — dissenting. 

The  patent  in  this  case,  according  to  the  general  descrip- 
tion given  by  the  patentees,  ia,  for  improvements  upon,  and 
additions  to,  the  machinery  or  apparatus  of  Thomas  Burr,  for 
manufacturing  pipes  and  tubes  from  metallic  substances. 
They  declare,  that  the  nature  of  their  invention,  and  the 
manner  in  which  the  same  is  to  operate,  are  particularly 
described  and  set  forth  in  their  specification,  In  that,  they 
refer  to  the  patent  of  Burr  of  the  11th  April,  1820,  for  mak- 
ing lead  pipe  out  of  set  or  solid  lead  by  means  of  great  pres- 
sure, the  product  being  wrought  pipe,  as  contradistinguished 
from  cast,  or  pipe  made  according  to  the  draw-bench  system. 
The  apparatus,  as  described  by  Burr,  consisted  of  a  strong 
iron  cylinder,  bored  sufficiently  true  for  a  piston  to  traverse 
easily  within  it.  This  cylinder  was  closed  at  one  end  by  the 
piston,  and  also  closed  at  the  other,  except  a  email  aperture 
for  the  die  which  formed  the  external  diameter  of  the  pipe. 
•1781  "^^^  ''*"^®  '^^  mandril,  which  determined  the  inner 
J  'diameter,  was  a  long  cylindrical  rod  of  steel,  one  end 
of  which  was  attached  to  the  &oe  of  the  piston,  extending 
through  the  centre  of  the  cylinder,  and  passing  also  through 
the  centre  of  the  die  at  the  opposite  end,  leaving  a  space 
around  the  core  and  between  it  and  the  die  for  the  formation 
of  the  pipe.  The  metal  to  form  the  pipe  was  admitted  into 
the  cylinder  in  a  fluid  state,  and  when  it  become  set  or  solid, 
the  power  of  a  hydraulic  press  was  applied  to  the  head  of  the 
piston,  which,  moving  i^ainst  the  body  of  solid  lead  in  the 
cylinder,  drove  it  through  the  die,  the  long  core  advancing 
with  the  pistoD  and  with  the  body  of  lead  dirough  the  die, 
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and  thus  fortniog  the  pipe.  The  cylinder  usually  holda  from 
three  to  four  hundred  pounds  of  lead,  and  continuous  pipe  is 
made  till  ttie  whole  charge  is  driven  out. 

This  plan,  though  one  of  deserved  merit,  and  of  great  orig- 
inality, failed,  when  reduced  to  practice,  except  for  the  par- 
pose  of  making  very  large  pipe,  lai^er  than  that  usually  in 
demand,  and  cunuequently  passed  out  of  general  use.  The 
long  core  attached  to  the  face  of  the  piston,  advancing  with 
it  in  the  solid  lead  under  the  great  pressure  required,  was 
liable  to  warp  and  twist  out  of  a  straight  line,  and  out  of 
centre  in  the  die,  which  had  the  effect  to  destroy  the  uni- 
formity of  the  thickness  and  centrality  of  the  bore  of  the 
pipe. 

The  old  modC)  therefore,  of  making  pipe  by  the  draw-bench 
system,  continued  down  to  1837,  when  the  patentees. in  this 
case  discovered,  by  experiment,  tliat  lead,  when  recently  set 
and  solid,  but  still  under  heat  and  extreme  pressure,  in  a 
close  vessel,  would  reunite  after  a  separation  of  its  parts,  and 
"heal"  (in  the  language  of  the  patentees)  "as  it  were  by 
the  first  intentioQ,"  as  completely  as  though  it  had  not  been 
divided. 

Upon  the  discovery  of  this  property  of  lead,  which  had 
never  before  been  known,  but  on  the  contrary,  had  been  sup- 
posed and  believed,  by  all  men  of  science  skilled  in  metals, 
to  be  impossible,  the  patentees  made  au  alteration  in  the 
apparatus  of  fiurr,  founded  upon  this  new  property  discovered 
in  the  metal,  and  succeeded  completely  in  making  wrought 
pipe  out  of  solid  lead  by  means  of  the  hydraulic  pressure. 
The  product  was  so  much  superior  in  quality  to  that  made 
accoraing  to  the  old  mode,  that  it  immediately  wholly 
superseded  it  in  the  market.  The  pipe  was  also  made  mucli 
cheaper. 

The  patentees,  by  their  discovery,  were  enabled  to  dis- 
pense with  the  long  core  of  Burr,  and  to  fix  firmly  a  bridge 
or  cross  bars  at  the  end  of  the  cylinder  near  the  die,  to  which 
bridge  they  fastened  a  short  core  extending  into  and  through 
the  die.  By  this  arrangement  they  obtained  a  firm,  immova- 
ble core,  that  always  preserved  its  centrality  with  the  die, 
and  secured  the  manu&cture  of  pipe  of  uniformity  of  thick- 
ness of  wall  and  'accuracy  of  bore,  of  any  dimension.  r«i<Tq 
The  lead  after  being  admitted  into  the  cylinder  in  a  1- 
fluid  state,  was  allowed  to  remain  till  it  became  solid,  and 
was  then  driven  by  the  piston  through  the  apertures  in  the 
bridge  into  the  chamber  between  it  and  the  die,  where  the 
parte  reunited,  after  the  separation,  as  completely  as  before, 
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and,  passing  out  at  the  die  around  the  fixed  short  core, 
formed  perfect  pipe. 

The  patentees  stnte,  that  they  do  not  intend  to  confiue  them- 
selves to  the  arrangement  of  the  apparatus  thus  particularly 
specified,  and  point  out  several  other  modes  by  which  the  same 
result  may  be  produced,  all  of  which  variations  would  readily 
suggest  theiniielves,  as  they  observe,  to  any  practical  engineer, 
without  departing  from  the  substantial  originality  of  the  in- 
vention, the  remarkable  feature  of  which,  the-'  say,  is,  that 
lead,  when  in  a  set  state,  being  yet  under  heat,  can  be  made, 
by  extreme  pressure,  to  reunite  pei'fectly  around  a  core  after 
separation,  and  thuB  be  formed  into  strong  pipes  or  tubes. 
Pipes  thus  made  are  found  to  possess  great  solidity  and 
unusual  strength,  and  a  fine  uniformity,  such  as  had  never 
before  been  attained  by  any  other  mode.  The  essential  dif- 
ference in  its  character,  and  which  distinguishes  it  from  all 
other  theretofore  known,  they  add,  is,  that  it  is  wrought  under 
heat,  by  pressure  and  constriction,  from  set  or  solid  metal. 

They  do  not  claim,  as  their  invention  or  improvement,  any 
of  the  parts  of  the  machinery,  independently  of  the  arrange- 
ment and  combination  set  forth. 

"  Wliat  we  claim  as  our  invention,  they  say,  is,  the  combi- 
nation of  the  following  parts  above  described,  to  wit :  the  core 
and  bridge  or  guide-piece,  with  the  cylinder,  the  piston,  the 
chamber,  and  die,  when  used  to  form  pipes  of  metal  under 
heat  and  pressure,  in  the  manner  set  forth,  or  in  any  other 
manner  substantially  the  same." 

It  is  supposed  that  the  patentees  claim,  as  the  novelty  of 
their  invention,  the  arrangement  and  combination  of  the  ma- 
chinery which  they  have  described,  disconnected  from  the 
employment  of  the  new  property  of  lead,  which  they  have 
discovered,  and  by  the  practical  application  and  use  oi  which 
they  have  succeeded  in  producing  the  new  manufacture.  And 
the  general  title  or  description  of  their  invention,  given  in  the 
body  of  their  letters-patent,  is  referred  to  as  evidence  of  such 
claim.  But  every  patent,  whatever  may  be  the  general  head- 
ing or  title  by  which  the  invention  is  designated,  refers  to  the 
specification  annexed  for  a  more  particular  description  ;  and 
hence  this  court  has  heretofore  determined,  that  the  specifi- 
cation constitutes  a  part  of  the  patent,  and  tliat  tiiey  must  be 
construed  together  when  seeking  to  ascertain  the  discovery 
claimed,  ffogg  et  al.  v.  Hmeraon,  6  How.,  487. 
•IfiOl  *^^6  same  rule  of  construction  was  applied  by  the 
J  Court  of  the  Exchequer,  in  England,  in  the  case  of 
Neilson'spatent  for  thehotair  blast.     iWebs.  Pat.  Cas.,87S. 

Now,  on  looking  into  the  specification,  we  see,  that  the 
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leading  feature  of  the  mvention  coiiBists  in  the  discovery  of  a 
new  property  in  the  article  of  lead,  and  in  the  employment 
and  adaptation  of  it,  by  means  of  the  machinery  deBoribed, 
to  the  production  of  a  new  article,  wrought  pipe,  never 
before  Buccesafully  made.  Without  the  discovery  of  this  new 
property  in  the  metal,  the  machinery  or  apparatus  would  be 
uselesB,  and  not  the  subject  of  a  patent.  It  is  in  connection 
with  this  property,  and  the  embodiment  and  adaptation  of  it  to 
practical  use,  that  the  machineiy  is  described,  and  the  arrange- 
ment claimed.  The  discovery  of  this  now  element  or  property 
led  naturally  to  the  apparatus,  by  which  a  new  and  most  use- 
ful result  is  produced.  The  apparatus  was  but  incidental, 
and  subsidiary  to  the  new  and  leading  idea  of  the  invention. 
And  hence,  the  patentees  Bet  forth,  as  the  leading  feature  of 
it,  the  discovery,  that  lead,  in  a  solid  atate,  but  under  heat 
and  extreme  pressure  in  a  close  vessel,  will  reunite,  after  sepa- 
ration of  its  part£,  as  completely  as  though  it  had  never  been 
separated.  It  required  very  little  ingenuity,  after  the  experi- 
ineuts  in  a  close  vessel,  by  which  this  new  property  of^the 
metal  was  ^rst  developed,  to  construct  the  neceesary  ma- 
chinery for  the  formation  of  the  pipe.  The  apparatus,  essen- 
tial to  develop  this  property,  would  at  once  suggest  the 
outerial  parts,  especially  in  the  state  of  the  art  at  the  time. 
Any  skilful  mechanic,  with  Burr's  machine  before  Mm,  would 
readily  construct  the  requisite  machinery. 

The  patentees,  therefore,  after  desciibing  their  discovery  of 
thia  property  of  lead,  and  the  apparatus  by  means  of  which 
they  apply  the  metal  to  the  manufacture  of  pipe,  claim  the 
combination  of  the  machinery,  011I3'  when  used  to  form  pipes 
under  heat  and  pressure,  in  the  manner  set  forth,  or  in  any 
other  manner  suDBtaritially  the  same.  They  do  not  claim  it 
as  new  separately,  or  when  used  for  any  other  purpose,  or  in 
any  other  way ;  but  claim  it,  only,  when  applied  for  the  pur- 
pose and  in  the  way  pointed  out  in  the  specification.  The 
combination,  as  macninery,  may  be  old  ;  may  have  been  long 
used ;  of  itself,  what  no  one  could  claim  as  his  invention,  and 
may  not  be  the  subject  of  a  patent.  What  is  claimed  is,  that 
it  never  had  been  before  applied  or  used,  in  the  way  and  for  tlie 
purpose  they  have  used  and  applied  it,  namely,  in  the  embodi- 
ment and  adaptation  of  a  newly-diBcovered  property  in  lead, 
by  means  of  which  they  are  enabled  to  produce  a  new  manu- 
facture— wrought  pipe — out  of  amass  of  solid  lead.  Burr  had 
attempted  it,  but  ^led.  These  patentees,  after  the  lapse  of 
seventeen  years,  having  discovered  "this  new  property  r^toi 
in  the  metal,  succeeded,  by  the  use  and  employment  oi  '■ 
it,  and  since  then,  none  other  than  wrought  lead  pipe,  made 
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out  of  solid  lead,  has  been  found  in  the  market,  having  su- 
perseded, on  account  of  its  superior  quality  and  cheapness,  all 
other  modes  of  manufacture. 

Now  the  construction,  which  I  underetaud  a  majority  of  my 
brethren  are  incUued  to  ^ive  to  this  patent,  namely,  that  the 
patentees  claim,  &a  the  ongiuality  of  their  invention,  simply, 
the  combination  of  the  machinery  employed,  with  ^reat  defer- 
ence, seems  to  me  contrary  to  the  fair  and  reasonable  import 
of  the  language  of  the  specification,  and  also  of  the  summary 
of  the  claim.  The  tendency  of  modem  decisions  is  to  con- 
strue specifications  benignly,  and  to  look  through  mere  forms 
of  expression,  often  inartincisUy  used,  to  the  substance,  and 
to  maintain  the  right  of  the  patentee  to  tlie  thing  really 
invented,  if  ascertainable  upon  a  liberal  consideration  of  the 
langu^e  of  the  specification,  when  taken  together .^  .  For 
this  purpose,  phrases  standing  alone  are  not  to  be  singled 
out,  but  the  whole  are  to  be  taken  in  connection.  1  Sumn., 
482-485. 

Baron  Parke  observed,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court  in  Neilson's  patent,  "  That,  half  a  century  ago,  or  evea 
less,  within  fifteen  or  twenty  years,  there  seems  to  have  been 
very  much  a  practice  with  both  judges  and  juries  to  destroy 
the  patent  right,  even  of  beneficial  patents,  by  exercising 
great  astuteness  in  taking  objections,  either  as  to  the  title 
of  the  patent,  but  more  particularly  as  to  the  specifications, 
and  many  valuable  patent  rights  have  been  destroyed  in  con- 
sequence of  the  objections  so  taken.  Within  the  last  t«n 
yeai^  or  more,  the  courts  bave  not  been  so  strict  in  taking 
objections  to  the  specifications,  aud  they  have  endeavored  to 
hold  a  fair  hand  between  the  patentee  and  the  public,  willing 
to  give  the  patentee  the  reward  of  his  patent." 

Construing  the  patent  before  us  in  this  spirit,  I  cannot  but 
think,  that  the  thing  really  discovered,  and  intended  to  be  de- 
scribed, and  claimed  by  these  patentees,  cannot  well  be  mis- 
taken That  they  did  not  suppose  the  novelty  of  their  inven- 
tion consisted,  simply,  in  the  arrangement  of  the  machinery 
described,  is  manifest.  They  state,  distinctly,  that  the  lead- 
ing feature  of  their  discovery  consisted  of  this  new  property 
of  lead,  and  some  of  its  alloys, — this,  they  say,  is  the  remark- 
,  able  feature  of  their  invention, — and  the  apparatus  described 
is  regarded  by  them  as  subordinate,  and  as  important  only  as 
enabling  them  to  give  practical  effect  to  this  newly-discovered 
property,  by  means  of  which  they  produce  the  new  manufac- 
ture.    If  they  have  failed  to  describe  and  claim  this,  as  be- 
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longing  to  their  invention,  it  is  manifest,  upon  the  rc-ioo 
face  of  their  specification,  that  they  have  "failed  to  »■ 
employ  the  proper  words  to  describe  and  claim  what  they  in- 
tended ;  ana  tjiat  the  vei-y  case  is  presented,  in  which,  if  tlie 
court,  in  the  language  of  Baron  Parke,  will  endeavor  to  hold 
a  fair  hand  between  the  patentee  and  the  public,  it  will  look 
through  the  forms  of  expression  used,  and  discover,  if  it  can, 
the  thing  really  invented.  Apply  to  the  specification  this 
rule  of  construction,  and  all  difficulty  at  once  disappears. 
The  thing  invented,  and  intended  to  he  claimed,  is  too  appa- 
rent to  be  mistaken. 

The  patentees  have  certainly  been  unfortunate  in  the  lan- 
gu^;e  of  the  specification,  if,  upun  a  fair  and  liberal  interpre- 
tation, they  have  claimed  only  the  simple  apparatus  employed ; 
when  they  have  not  only  set  forth  the  discovery  of  this  prop- 
erty in  the  metal,  as  the  great  feature  in  their  invention,  but, 
as  is  manifest,  without  it  the  apparatus  would  have  been  use- 
less. Strike  out  this  new  pioperty  fiom  their  description 
and  from  their  claim,  and  nothing  valuable  is  left.  All  the 
rest  would  be  worthless.  This  lies  at  the  foundation  upon 
which  the  great  merit  of  the  invention  rests,  and  without  a 
knowledge  of  which  the  new  manufacture  could  not  have 
been  produced ;  and,  for  aught  we  know,  the  world  would 
have  been  deprived  of  it  down  to  this  day. 

If  the  patentees  had  claimed  tlie  combination  of  the  core  and 
bridge  or  guide-piece,  with  the  cylinder,  the  chambers,  and 
the  die,  and  stopped  there,  I  admit  the  construction,  now 
adopted  by  a  majority  of  my  brethren,  could  not  be  denied; 
althougli,  even  then,  it  would  be  obvious,  from  an  examina- 
tion of  the  specification  as  a  whole,  that  the  draughtsman  had 
mistaken  the  thing  really  invented,  and  substituted  in  its 
place  matters  simply  incidental,  and  of  comparative  insignifi- 
cance. But  the  language  of  the  claim  does  not  stop  here. 
The  combination  of  these  parts  is  claimed  only  when  used  to 
form  pipes  of  lead,  under  neat  and  pressure,  in  the  manner 
set  forth, — that  is,  when  used  for  the  embodiment  and  adaj> 
tation  of  this  new  property  in  the  metal  for  making  wrought 
pipe  out  of  a  solid  mass  of  lead.  This  guarded  limitation  of 
the  use  excludes  the  idea  of  a  claim  to  the  combination  for 
any  other,  and  ties  it  down  to  the  instance,  when  the  use  in- 
corporates within  it  the  new  idea  or  element  which  gives  tn 
it  its  value,  and  by  means  of  which  the  new  manufacture  is 
produced.  How,  then,  can  it  be  consistently  held,  that  here 
is  a  simple  claim  to  the  machinery,  and  nothing  more,  when  a 
reasonable  interpretation  uf  the  words  not  only  necesHHiily 
excludes  an;  such  claim,  but  in  express  terms  sets  forth  a 
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(lifTerent  one, — one  not  only  different  in  the  conception  of  the 
invention,  but  different  in  the  practical  working  of  the  appa- 
ratus, to  accomplish  the  purpose  intended  ? 
*1Afl1  *^  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  claim,  in  this  case,  is 
J  not  simply  for  the  apparatus  employed  by  the  paten- 
tees, but  for  the  embodiment  or  employment  of  the  newly- 
discovered  property  in  the  metal,  and  the  practical  adaption 
of  it,  by  these  means,  to  the  production  of  a  new  result, 
namely,  the  manufacture  of  wrought  pipe  out  of  solid  lead. 

Then,  is  this  the  proper  subject-matter  of  a  patent? 

This  question  was  first  largely  discussed  by  counsel  and 
court  in  the  celebrated  case  of  Boulton  v.  Bull,  (2  Hen.,  31, 
463,)  involving  the  validity  of  Watt's  patent,  which  was  for 
"a  new  invented  method  for  lessening  the  consumption  of 
fuel  and  steam  in  fire-engines."  This  was  effected  by  inclos- 
ing the  steam  vessel  or  cylinder  with  wood,  or  other  material, 
which  preserved  the  heat  in  the  steam  vessel ;  and  by  con- 
densing the  steam  in  separate  vessels.  It  was  admitted,  on 
the  argument,  that  there  was  no  new  mechanical  construction 
invented  by  Watt,  and  the  validity  of  the  patent  was  placed 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  for  well-known  principles,  practi- 
cally applied,  producing  a  new  and  useful  result.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  was  conceded,  that  the  application  of  the  prin- 
ciples in  the  manner  described  was  new,  and  produced  the 
result  claimed ;  but  it  was  denied,  that  this  constituted  the 
subject-matter  of  a  patent.  Heath  and  BuUer,  Justices, 
t^reed  with  the  counsel  for  the  defendant.  But  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Eyre  laid  down  the  true  doctrine,  and  which,  I  think, 
will  be  seen  to  be  the  admitted  doctrine  of  the  courts  of 
England  at  this  day.  "  Undoubtedly,"  he  observed,  "  there 
can  be  uo  patent  for  a  mere  principle ;  but  for  a  principle,  so 
far  embodied  and  connected  with  corporeal  substances  as  to 
be  in  a  condition  to  act,  and  to  produce  effects  in  any  art, 
trade,  mystery,  or  manual  occupation,  I  think  there  may  be  a 
patent.  Now,  this,"  he  continues,  "is,  in  my  juc^ment,  the 
thing  fur  which  the  patent  stated  in  the  case  was  granted ; 
and  this  is  what  the  specification  describes,  though  it  miscalls 
it  a  principle.  It  is  not  that  the  patentee  conceived  an  ab- 
stract notion,  that  the  consumption  of  steam  in  fire-engines 
may  be  lessened ;  but  he  has  discovered  a  practical  manner  of 
doing  it ;  and  for  that  practical  manner  of  doing  it  he  has 
taken  this  patent.  Surely,"  he  observes,  "  this  is  a  very  dif- 
ferent thing  from  taking  a  patent  for  a  principle.  The  appa- 
ratus, as  we  have  said,  was  not  new.  There  is  no  new 
mechanical  construction,  said  the  counsel  for  the  patentee, 
invented  by  Watt,  capable  of  being  the  subject  of  a  distinct 
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specilication ;  but  his  discovery  was  of  a  principle,  the  method 
()f  applying  wliich  is  clearly  aet  forth."  Chief  Justice  Eyre 
admitted  that  the  means  used  were  not  new,  and  that  if  the 
patent  had  heen  taken  out  for  the  mechanism  used,  it  must 
fail. 

*He  observed,  "  When  the  effect  produced  is  some  r,-!  g^ 
new  substance  or  compositiou  of  things,  it  should  seem  I- 
tJiat  the  privilege  of  the  sole  working  or  making  ought  to  be 
for  such  new  substances  or  composition,  without  regard  to 
tiie  mechanism  or  process  by  which  it  has  been  produced, 
which,  though  perhaps  also  new,  will  be  only  useful  as  pro- 
ducing the  new  substance."  Again,  "  When  the  effect  pro- 
duced is  no  new  substance,  or  composition  of  things,  the 
patent  can  only  be  for  the  mechanism,  if  new  mechanism  is 
used ;  or  for  the  process,  if  it  be  a  new  method  of  operating, 
with  or  without  old  mechanism,  by  which  the  effect  is  pro- 
duced." And  again,  he  observes,  "If  we  wanted  an  illustra- 
tion of  the  possible  merit  of  a  new  method  of  operating  with 
old  machinei-y,  we  might  look  to  the  identical  ease  before  the 
court."     pp.  496.  493,  496. 

This  doctrine,  in  expounding  the  law  of  patents,  was  an- 
nounced in  1795,  and  the  subsequent  adoption  of  it  by  the 
English  courts,  shows,  that  Chief  Justice  Eyre  was  consider- 
ably ill  advance  of  his  associates  upon  this  branch  of  the  law. 
He  had  got  rid,  at  an  early  day,  of  the  prejudice  f^ainst 
patents  ao  feelingly  referred  to  by  Baron  Parke  in  Neilson  v. 
Sar/ord,  and  comprehended  the  great  advantages  to  his 
country  if  properly  encouraged.  He  observed,  in  another 
part  of  his  opinion,  that  "  The  advantages  to  the  public  from 
improvements  of  this  kind  are  beyond  all  calculation  impor- 
tant to  a  commercial  country;  and  the  ingenuity  of  artists, 
who  turn  their  thoughts  towards  such  improvements,  is,  in 
itself,  deserving  of  encouragement." 

This  doctrine  was  recognized  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
in  The  King  v.  Wheeler,  2  Bam.  &  Aid.,  340,  350. 

It  is  there  observed,  that  the  word  "  manufactures,"  in  the 
patent  act,  may  be  extended  to  a  mere  process  to  be  carried 
on  by  known  implements  or  elements,  acting  upon  known 
substances,  and  ultimately  producing  some  other  known  sub- 
stance, but  producing  it  in  a  cheaper  or  more  expeditious 
manner,  or  of  a  better  or  more  useful  kind. 

Now,  if  this  process  to  be  carried  on  by  known  implements 
acting  upon  known  substances,  and  ultimately  producing 
some  other  known  substance  of  a  better  kind,  is  patentable, 
a  fortiori  will  it  be  patentable,  if  it  ultimately  produces  not 
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some  other  known  substance,  but  an  entirely  new  and  useful 
dubstance. 

In  Forsyth's  patent,  which  consists  of  the  application  and 
use  of  detonating  powder  as  priming  for  the  discharge  of  fire- 
arms, it  was  heldf  that  whatever  might  be  the  construction  of 
the  lock  or  contrivance  by  which  the  powder  was  to  be  dis- 
charged, the  use  of  the  detonatiug  mixture  as  priming,  which 
article  of  itself  was  not  new,  was  an  infiingement.  1  Webs. 
Pat.  Cas.,  94,  97,  n. ;  Curtis  on  Pat.,  280. 
*1R.'i1  *This  case  is  founded  upon  a  doctrine  which  has 
-I  been  recognized  in  several  subsequent  cases  in  Eng- 
land, namely,  that  where  a  peraon  discovers  a  principle  or 
property  of  nature,  or  where  he  conceives  of  a  new  application 
of  a  well-known  principle  or  property  of  nature,  and  also,  of 
some  mode  of  canying  it  out  into  practice,  so  as  to  pi'oduce 
or  attain  a  new  and  useful  effect  or  result,  he  is  entitled  to 
protection  against  all  other  modes  of  carrying  the  same  piin- 
ciple  or  property  into  practice  for  obtaining  the  same  effect 
or  result. 

The  novelty  of  the  conception  consists  in  the  discovery 
and  application  in  the  one  case,  and  of  the  applicatitin  in  the 
other,  by  which  a  new  product  in  the  arts  or  manufactures  is 
the  effect;  and  the  question,  in  case  of  an  iiifriiigejnent,  is, 
as  to  the  aubstantial  identity  of  the  principle  or  pro|>ei-ty,  and 
of  the  application  of  the  same,  and  consequently  the  means 
or  machinery  made  use  of,  material  only  so  far  as  they  affect 
the  identity  of  the  application. 

In  the  case  of  Jupe  e  [)atent  for  "  an  improved  expanding 
table,"  [taron  Aldei-son  observed,  speaking  of  this  (locttine, 
"  You  caunot  take  out  a  patent  for  a  principle ;  you  may  take 
out  a  patent  for  a  principle  coupled  with  the  mode  of  carry- 
ing the  principle  into  effect.  But  then,  you  must  start  with 
having  invented  some  mode  of  carrying  the  principle  into 
effect ;  if  you  have  done  that,  then  you  are  entitled  to  protect 
yourself  from  all  other  modes  of  carrying  the  same  principle 
into  effect,  that  being  treated  by  the  jury  as  piracy  of  your 
original  invention."  1  Webs.  I'at.  Cas.,  147.  The  same 
doctrine  was  maintained  also  in  the  case  of  Neilson's  patent 
for  the  hot  air  blast,  in  the  K.  B.  and  Exchequer  in  England. 
1  Webs.  Pat.  Cas.,  842,  871 :  Curtis,  §  74, 148,  232  ;  1  Webs. 
Pat.  Cas.,  310. 

This  patent  came  also  before  the  Court  of  Sessions  in  Scot- 
land; and  in  submitting  the  case  to  the  jury,  the  Lord  Jus- 
tice remarked,  "That  the  main  merit,  the  most  important 
part  of  the  invention,  may  consist  in  tlie  conception  of  the 
original  idea — in  the  discovery  of  the  principle  in  science,  or 
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of  the  law  of  nature,  stated  in  t)ie  patent ;  and  little  or  no 
pains  may  liave  been  taken  In  working  out  the  best  mode  of 
the  application  of  the  principle  to  tlie  puri>ose  set  forth  in 
the  patent.  But  stil),  if  the  principle  is  stated  to  be  appli- 
cable to  any  special  purpose,  so  as  to  produce  any  result  pre- 
viously unknown,  in  the  way  and  for  the  objects  described, 
the  patent  is  good.  It  is  no  longer  an  abstract  principle.  It 
becomes  to  be  a  principle  turned  to  account,  to  a  practical 
object,  and  applied  to  a  special  result.  It  becomes,  then,  not 
an  abstract  principle,  which  means  a  principle  considered 
apart  from  any  special  purpose  or  practical  operation,  but  the 
discovery  and  statement  of  a  principle  for  a  'special  y,,  q(- 
purpose,  that  is,  a  practical  invention,  a  mode  of  carry-  ^ 
ing  a  principle  into  effect.  That  such  is  the  law,"  he  observes, 
"  if  a  well-known  principle  is  applied  for  the  first  time  to  pro- 
duce a  practical  result  for  a  special  purpose,  has  never  been 
disputed,  and  it  would  be  very  strange  and  unjust  to  refuse 
the  same  legal  effect,  when  the  inventor  has  the  additional 
merit  of  discovering  the  principle,  as  well  as  its  application 
to  a  practical  object." 

Then  he  observes,  again,  "  Is  it  an  objection  to  the  patent 
that  in  its  application  of  a  new  principle  to  a  certain  specified 
result,  it  includes  every  variety  of  mode  of  applying  the  prin- 
ciple according  to  the  general  statement  of  the  object  and 
benefit  to  be  attained?  This,"  he  observes,  "is  a  question  of 
law,  and  I  must  tell  you  distinctly,  that  this  generality  of 
claim,  that  is,  for  all  modes  of  applying  the  principle  to  the 
purpose  specified,  according  to,  or  within  a  general  statement 
of  tne  object  to  be  attained,  and  of  the  use  to  be  made  of  the 
^ent  to  De  so  applied,  is  no  objection  to  the  patent.  The 
application  or  use  of  the  agent  for  the  purpose  specified,  may 
be  carried  out  in  a  great  variety  of  ways,  and  only  shows  the 
beauty  and  simplicity,  and  comprehensiveness  of  the  inven- 
tion," 

This  case  was  carried  up  to  the  House  of  Lords  on  excep- 
tions to  the  charge,  and  among  others,  to  this  part  of  it, 
which  was  the  sixth  exception,  and  is  as  follows :  "  In  so  far 
Its  he  (the  Judge)  did  not  direct  the  jury,  that  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  patent  and  specification,  the  patentee  cannot 
claim  or  maintain  that  his  patent  is  one  which  applies  to  all 
the  varieties  in  the  apparatus  which  may  be  employed  in 
heating  air  while  under  blast;  but  was  limited  to  the  par- 
ticular described  in  the  specification."  And  although  the 
judgment  of  the  court  was  reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords  on 
the  eleventh  exception,  it  was  expressly  aflSrmed  as  res^iects 
this  one.     Lord  Campbell  at  first  doubted,  but  after  the 
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decision  of  the  courts  in  England  on  this  patent,  he  admitted 
the  instruction  waa  right.  I  Webs.  Pat.  Caa.,  688,  684,  698, 
717. 

I  shall  not  pursue  a  reference  to  the  authorities  on  this 
iiubject  any  further.  The  settled  doctrine  to  be  deduced 
from  them,  I  think,  is,  that  a  person  having  discovered  the 
application  for  the  ^rst  time  of  a  well-known  law  of  nature, 
or  well-known  property  of  matter,  by  means  of  which  a  new 
result  in  the  arts  or  in  manufactures  is  produced,  and  has 
pointed  out  a  mode  by  which  it  is  produced,  is  entitled  to  a 
patent ;  and,  if  he  has  not  tied  himself  down  in  the  specifica- 
tion to  the  particular  mode  described,  he  is  entitled  to  be 
protected  gainst  all  modes  by  which  the  same  result  is  pro- 
<luced,  by  an  application  of  the  same  law  of  nature  or  prop- 
*1R71  y  °^  matter.  And  a  fortiori,  if  he  has  'discovered 
J  the  law  of  nature  or  property  of  matter,  aud  applied  it, 
is  he  entitled  to  the  patent,  and  aforesaid  protection? 

And  why  should  not  this  be  the  law?  The  original  con- 
ception— the  novel  idea  in  the  one  case,  is  the  new  applica- 
tion of  the  principle  or  property  of  matter,  aud  the  new 
product  in  the  arts  or  manufactures — in  the  other,  in  the  dis- 
covery of  the  principle  or  property,  and  application,  with  like 
result.  The  mode  or  means  are  but  incidental,  and  flowing 
naturally  from  the  original  conception  ;  aud  hence  of  incon- 
siderable merit.  But,  it  is  said,  this  is  patenting  a  principle, 
or  element  of  nature.  The  authorities  to  which  1  have  re- 
ferred, answer  the  objection.  It  was  answered  by  Chief  Jus- 
tice Eyre,  in  the  case  of  Watts's  patent,  in  1795,  fifty-seven 
years  ago  ;  and  more  recently  in  still  more  explicit  and  au- 
thoritative terms.  And  what  if  the  principle  is  incorporated 
in  the  invention,  and  the  inventor  protected  in  the  enjoyment 
for  the  fourteen  years.  He  is  protected  only  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  application  for  the  special  purpose  and  object  to 
which  it  has  been  newfy  applied  by  his  genius  and  skill.  For 
every  other  purpose  and  end,  the  principle  is  free  for  all  man- 
kind to  use.  And,  where  it  has  neen  discovered,  as  well  as 
applied  to  this  one  purpose,  and  open  t«  the  world  as  to  every 
other,  the  ground  of  complaint  is  certainly  not  very  obvious. 
Undoubtedly,  within  the  range  of  the  purpose  and  object  for 
which  the  principle  has  been  for  the  first  time  applied,  piracies 
are  interfered  with  during  the  fourteen  yeara.  But  anybody 
may  take  it  up  and  give  to  it  any  other  application  to  the  en- 
largement of  the  arte  and  of  manufactures,  without  restriction. 
He  is  only  debarred  from  the  use  of  the  new  application  for 
the  limited  time,  which  the  genius  of  others  has  already  in- 
veoted  and  put  into  successful  practice.    The  protection  does 
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not  go  beyond  the  thing  which,  for  the  firat  time,  has  been 
discovered  and  brought  into  practical  use  ;  and  is  iio  broader 
than  that  extended  to  every  other  discoverer  or  inventor  of  a 
new  art  or  manufacture. 

I  own,  I  am  incapable  of  comprehending  the  detriment  to 
the  improvements  in  the  country  that  may  flow  from  this  sort 
of  protection  to  inventors. 

To  hold,  in  the  case  of  iuventions  of  this  character,  that 
the  novelty  must  consist  of  the  mode  or  means  of  the  new 
application  producing  the  new  result,  would  be  holding 
against  the  facts  of  the  case,  as  no  one  can  but  see,  that  the 
original  conception  reaches  far  beyond  these.  It  would 
be  mistaking  tne  skill  of  the  mechanic  for  the  genius  of  the 
inventor. 

Upon  this  doctrine,  some  of  the  most  bnlliant  and  useful 
inventions  of  the  day  by  men  justly  regarded  as  publio  bene- 
Actors,  and  whose  names  reflect  honor  upon  their  country — 
the  successful  'application  of  steam  power  to  the  pro-  raioo 
pulsion  of  vessels  and  railroad  care — the  application  of  '- 
the  electric  current  for  the  instant  communication  of  intelli- 
gence from  one  extremity  of  the  country  to  the  other — and 
the  more  recent,  but  equally  brilliant  conception,  the  propul- 
sion of  vessels  by  the  application  of  the  expansibility  of  heated 
air,  the  air  supplied  from  the  atmosphere  that  surrounds  them. 
It  would  be  found,  on  consulting  the  system  of  laws  estab- 
lished for  their  encouragement  and  protection,  that  the  world 
had  altogether  mistaken  the  merit  of  tlieir  discovery ,  that, 
instead  of  the  originality  and  brilliancy  of  the  conception  that 
had  been  unwittingly  attributed  to  them,  the  whole  of  it  con- 
sisted of  some  simple  mechanical  contrivances  which  a  mech- 
anician of  ordinary  skill  could  readily  have  devised.  Even 
Franklin,  if  he  had  turned  the  lightning  to  account,  in  order 
to  protect  himself  from  piracies,  must  have  patented  the  kite, 
and  the  thread,  and  the  key,  as  his  great  original  conception, 
which  gave  him  a  name  throughout  Europe,  as  well  as  at 
home,  for  bringing  down  this  element  from  the  heavens,  and 
subjecting  it  to  the  service  of  man.  And  if  these  simple  con- 
trivances, taken  together,  and  disconnected  from  the  control 
and  use  of  the  element  by  which  the  new  application,  and 
new  and  useful  result  may  have  been  produced,  happen  to 
be  old  and  well  known,  his  patent  would  be  void  ;  or,  if  some 
follower  in  the  tract  of  genius,  with  just  intellect  enough  to 
make  a  different  mechanical  device  or  contrivance,  for  the 
same  conbrol  and  application  of  the  element,  and  produce  the 
same  result,  he  would,  under  this  view  of  the  patent  law,  en- 
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title  himself  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  fruits  of  Franklin's 
discovery. 

If  I  rightly  comprehend  the  ground  upon  which  a  majority 
of  my  brethren  have  placed  the  decision,  they  do  not  intend 
to  controvert  ao  much  the  doctrine  which  I  have  endeavored 
to  maintain,  and  which,  I  think,  rests  upon  settled  authority, 
as  the  application  of  it  to  the  particular  case.  They  suppose 
that  the  patentees  have  claimed  only  the  combination  of  the 
different  parts  of  the  machinery  described  in  their  specifica- 
tion, and  therefore,  are  tied  down  to  the  maintenance  of  that 
as  the  novelty  of  their  invention.  I  have  endeavored  to  show, 
that  this  is  a  mistaken  interpretation  ;  and  that  thej  claim  the 
combtnatioD,  only,  when  used  to  embody  and  give  a  practical 
application  to  the  newly-discovered  property  in  the  lead,  by 
means  of  which  a  new  manufacture  is  produced,  namely, 
wrought  pipe  out  of  a  solid  mass  of  lead ;  which,  it  is  con- 
ceded, was  never  before  successfully  accomplished. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  constrained  to  differ  with  the  judg- 
ment they  iiave  arrived  at,  and  am  in  &vor  of  afBiming  that 
of  the  court  below. 

*189]  'OBDEB. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  and  was  argued  by  counsel. 
On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered  and  ad- 
judged, by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  Circuit 
Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with 
costs,  and  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  re- 
manded to  the  said  Circuit  Court,  with  directions  to  award 
a  venire  faciat  de  novo. 


The  United  States,  AppsLLAirrs,  v.  the  Hbibs  of  Vin- 
cent RiLLiEux,  Deceased. 

TUi  court  ag^n  decidei,  m  in  11  How.,  680,  thftt  under  the  acta  of  Congreti 
of  1824  and  l&M,  the  Dutrict  Court  had  no  power  to  act  upon  evidence  of 
mere  naked  pouesiion,  unaccompamed  hy  written  evidence  conferring,  or 
profeMing  to  confer,  a  title  of  lome  description. 

By  the  treaty  of  1763,  the  land  <n  quettion  pai»ed  from  France  to  Great 
Britain;  and  the  certificate  of  two  French  offlcen  in  1706,  certifying  that 
the  claimant  had  been  for  a  long  time  in  posBeasion,  fumiahed  no  eridence 
of  title.    No  application  wai  made  to  tlie  British  goTemmeDt  for  a  grant. 
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A  pnrchaie  from  the  Indisni,  whilit  the  proTince  wu  under  French  authoiitj, 

conveyed  no  title  unlei*  Muictioned  by  that  authority. 
Id  tliii  cue,  ilso,  there  is  no  proof  that  the  claimant*  are  the  hein  of  the 

part^  originally  in  pixiMiiun. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States,  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Louisiana.  The  petition 
was  tiled  in  that  court  by  the  heirs  of  Rillieiix,  under  the  act 
of  June  17th,  1844  (5  Stat,  at  L.,  676),  wliich  court  decreed 
iu  favor  of  the  petitioners.  The  United  States  appealed  to 
this  court,  where  it  was  argued  by  Mr.  Bibb  and  Mr.  Critten- 
den (Attorney-General),  for  the  appellants.  No  counsel  ap- 
peared for  the  appellees. 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  petitioners  aver,  that  they  are  the  lawful  heirs  of  Vin- 
cent Rillieux  and  Marie  Tronquet  his  wife ;  and,  as  such 
heirs,  are  the  true  and  lawful  owners  of  a  tract  of  land  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Tammany,  State  of  Louisiana,  "bounded  on  the 
South  side  of  Lake  Ponchartrain ;  on  the  East  by  Pearl 
River ;  on  the  West  by  the  bayou  Bonfouca ;  and  on  the 
North  by  a  line  runniug  from  the  western  source  of  sfud 
bayou,  and  from  the  head  waters  of  the  same  to  Pearl  River" 
— containing  an  extent  of  about  one  hundred  thousand  acres. 

It  is  alleged,  that  this  tract  of  land  was  purchased  in  part 
by  *Vincent  Rillieux  and  his  wife,  the  ancestors  of  the  ra-ioA 
petitioners,  from  the  Biloxi  Indians  residing  thereon,  '- 
in  1761,  by  consent  of  the  French  government,  as  appears 
from  a  copy  of  the  title  annexed  to  the  petition,  given  by  C. 
P.  AubiT  and  D.  N.  Foucault,  bearing  date  March  16th, 
1765.  The  said  tract  of  land,  at  the  time  the  title  was  given, 
and  before,  having  been  in  the  possession  of  Vincent  Rillieux, 
and  so  continued  to  be  possessed  by  him  and  those  claiming 
under  him,  with  consent  of  the  French,  Spanish,  and  Ameri- 
can governments,  without  interruption  ;  and  which  was  used, 
inhabited,  and  cultivated  as  private  property." 

The  District  Court  gave  a  decree  for  the  land,  to  the  extent 
claimed  by  the  petition. 

Occupancy  and  cultivation,  from  an  early  date,  of  compara- 
tively umall  portions  of  the  land  claimed,  is  established  by 
proof;  and,  also,  that  the  land  was  claimed  by  Rillieux s 
heirs,  as  property  derived  by  descent  from  their  ancestors ; 
but  the  extent  of  claim  WB8  indefinite. 

Several  considerations  present  themselves  in  advance  of 
the  paper  title  set  up.  In  t^e  first  place,  the  District  Court 
was  exercising  a  special  jurisdiction,  created  by  the  act  of 
1824,  where  none  existed  before,  and  could  only  take  cogni- 
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■/Mice  uf  such  clescription  of  claims  as  the  statute  allowed.  It 
embi'aced  those  who  claimed  by  virtue  of  any  French  or 
Sj)!iiiish  grant,  concession,  warrant,  or  order  of  survey.  And 
the  act  of  June  17th,  1844,  added  similar  claims  originating 
with  the  British  authorities.  Jurisdiction  to  adjudicate  writ- 
ten evidences  of  title,  was  alone  conferred  by  Congress  on 
the  district  courts.  It  follows,  that  no  decree  can  be  founded 
on  mere  possesyioii ;  we  so  held  in  the  case  of  Potcer'a  heirs, 
11  How.,  580.^  Congress  reserved  to  itself  the  power  to  pro- 
vide for  actual  settlers.  The  act  of  March  3, 1819,  for  ad- 
justing claims  to  lands  East  of  the  Island  of  New  Orleuus, 
provided  for  such  claimants  as  the  widow  and  heirs  of  Ril- 
lieux were  ;  and  which  act  with  its  various  amendments,  con- 
tinued in  force  until  after  the  act  of  1824  expired,  and  the 
district  courts  ceased  to  have  jurisdiction  by  virtue  thereof. 
The  various  acts  of  Congress,  bearing  on  claims  founded  on 
occupan^  and  cultivation,  are  enumerated  in  the  case  of  the 
United  States  v.  Power's  heirs,  11  How.,  580, 

In  the  next  place :  By  the  treaty  of  1763,  between  France 
and  Great  Britain,  there  was  ceded  to  Great  Britain  all  the 
country  east  and  north  of  a  line  running  tlirough  the  River 
IberviUe,  Lakes  Maurepas  and  Pontchartrain  to  the  sea ;  and 
as  the  laud  claimed  lies  to  the  left  of  this  line,  the  jurisdiction 
of  France  over  it  ceased  with  the  treaty  of  peace.  And  the 
•1911  ^'"F  '"^  Great  Britain  having,  by  his  proclamation  of 
J  1763,  established  the  government  of  West  Florida,  the 
colonial  Governor  exercised  the  King's  power;  and  therefore, 
on  the  18th  of  March,  1765,  the  widow  of  Vincent  Rillieux 
addressed  the  Governor,  saying,  that  she  had  ascertained 
what  the  neces.sary  proceedings  and  submisBions  on  her  part 
were,  in  order  that  she  might  remain  in  the  peaceable  enjoy- 
ment of  her  property,  situate  in  the  part  of  the  Province 
where  she  resided;  and  therefore,  prayed  the  Governor  to 
accept  that  letter  as  her  oath  of  fidelity  and  submission  to  the 
British  authority;  she  being  advised  by  Captain  Canibell, 
that  the  letter  would  suffice  in  her  case.  She  further  pro- 
ceeds to  state :  "  I  have  the  honor  to  annex  hereto  a  certifi- 
cate from  Messieurs,  the  Ci  mmandant  and  Intendant-Com- 
niissary  of  this  Province,  as  a  title,  which  proves  the  peacea- 
ble enjoyment  and  possession  of  my  said  property,  believing 
it  to  be  necessary:  my  widowed  state  and  my  numerous 
family  give  me  ground  to  hope  from  your  goodness  all  the 
protection  of  which  I  have  need,  and  for  which  I  shall  always 
leel  the  deepest  gratitude." 
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The  certificate  of  Aubry  and  Foucault,  the  Commandant 
and  Intendant,  beaiii  date  two  days  earlier  than  the  widow 
Rillieux's  letter,  to  which  the  certificate  purports  to  be  au- 
uexed ;  and  these  two  papers  furnish  the  only  written  evi- 
dence of  title  presented  to  the  District  Court.  These  French 
officers  state,  that  Madame  Rillieux  had  been  in  peaceable 
possession  and  enjoyment  for  twenty-four  years  preceding,  of 
lands  "situate  in  the  direction  north  of  Lake  I'ontchartrain, 
between  the  bayou  Bonfouca  and  Pearl  River ;  a  great  por- 
tion of  which  tract  oousisti  of  prairUt  tremblanUe,  (trembling 
prairies,)  quite  valueless;  and  not  having  a  sufficient  extent 
in  front,  she,  Mi-e.  llilHenx,  wae  compelled  in  1761,  to  pur- 
chase from  the  Biloxi  Indians,  all  that  part  of  the  good  lands 
belonnug  to  that  nation,  lying  between  the  land  wliich  she 
owned  and  Pearl  River,  in  order  to  procure  the  necessary 
pasturage  for  at  least  one  hundred  cows,  so  that  the  land  the 
said  lady  was  in  possession,  as  well  by  her  late  husband,  as 
by  her,  for  the  last  twenty-four  years ;  also  what  she  acquired 
by  purchase  from  the  Biloxi  Indians  in  1761,  as  explained 
above,  form  to-day  a  peninsula,  (Fresque  Isle,)  bounded  by 
the  trembling  and  immediate  lands  which  border  lake  Pont- 
chaitrain,  bayou  Bonfouca,  and  Pearl  River.  In  faith  of 
which  (say  Aubry  and  Foucault)  we  have  delivered  the  foi-e- 
going  certificate  to  the  said  widow  Rillieux,  to  be  used  by  her 
in  such  manner  as  she  may  think  proper." 

The  certificate  is  not  addressed  to  the  Governor  of  West 
Florida,  but  "to  all  whom  it  may  concern."  No  power  to 
grant  land  is  assumed  by  the  certificate ;  neither  was  applica- 
tion'made  to  the  British  Governor  for  a  gi-ant.  Nor  r.jQo 
does  Madame  Rillieux's  letter,  or  the  certificate  of  ^ 
these  French  officers  at  New  Orleans,  assert  that  any  paper 
title  had  ever  issned  to  Vincent  Rillieux,  or  to  liis  widow,  for 
the  land  claimed,  but  only  that  they  bad  been  in  peaceable 
pOBseasiou  and  enjoyment  for  twenty-four  years  preceding. 

That  portions  of  the  land  had  been  purchased  from  the 
Biloxi  Indians,  amounted  to  nothing,  unless  the  purchase 
had  been  made  with  the  assent  of  the  French  colonial 
government. 

This  its  the  true  state  of  the  caee,  admitting  that  the  fore- 
going certificate  was  competent  evidence  for  any  purpose. 
But,  as  it  was  given  by  individuals  having  no  more  authority 
to  act  in  the  premises  than  any  other  tiiird  person,  it  can 
have  no  validity  or  credit  attributed  to  it ;  and  this  reduces 
Uie  case  to  a  naked  statement  in  the  petition,  with  proof  of 
great  length  of  possession  and  continufd  claim. 
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That  the  DiBtrict  Court  had  no  power  to  decree  on  such 
proof,  we  have  already  stated. 

The  petitioners  claim  as  heirs  of  Vincent  Rillieux  and  his 
wife,  l^o  proof  was  introduced  to  establish  the  heirship. 
This  of  course  was  necessary  before  a  decree  could  be  made 
to  these  individual  claimants,  as  was  held  by  this  court  in  the 
case  of  the  United  States  t.  LeBlane  et  al.,  12  How.,  436. 

It  has  also  been  urged,  on  the  part  of  the  United  States, 
that  no  decree  could  be  made  for  any  specific  tract  of  land, 
as  no  description  was  given  in  the  certificate  of  Anbry  and 
Foucault,  from  which  boundaries  could  be  ascertained.  But 
as  that  paper  is  of  no  value,  we  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to 
examine  this  question. 

For  the  reasons  above  stated,  we  order  that  the  decree 
of  the  District  Court  be  reversed,  and  that  the  petition  be 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Louisiana,  and  was  ai^ued  by  counsel. 
On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged, 
and  decreed  by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  the  said  District 
Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed  and 
annulled,  and  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  re- 
manded to  the  said  District  Court,  with  directions  to  dismiss 
the  petition  of  the  claimants. 


•man    THE    Ukited    States,    Appellants,    t».    John 

^"**J  GUSMAN. 

This,  like  the  preceding  case  of  The  United  States  v.  The 
Heirs  of  Rillieux,  was  an  appeal  from  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Louisiana.  In 
fact,  it  was  a  part  of  it,  because  Gusman  claimed  under  the 
title  of  Rillieux. 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Gusman  claims  under  the  heirs  of  Rillieux,  and  relies  on 
the  same  evidences  of  title  that  they  do ;  and  his  vendors 
having  had  no  title  when  they  assumed  to  convey  the  land, 
it  is  ordered,  that  the  decree  in  this  case  be  also  reversed, 
and  the  petition  dismissed. 
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This  cause  came  on  to  be  beard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  District  Court  of  tbe  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Louisiana,  and  was  ai^ued  by  counsel. 
Oil  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  oitlered,  adjudged, 
and  decreed  by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  the  said  District 
Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed  and 
annulled,  and  that  this  cause  be,  and  tbe  same  is  hereby,  re- 
manded to  tbe  sajd  District  Court,  with  directions  to  dismiss 
the  petition  of  the  claimant. 


The  Troy  Iron  and  Nail  FAcroBy,  Appellant,  v. 
Erastus   Corning,    John  F.   Winslow,  and   Jasies 

HOBNEB. 

Id  1834,  Burden  obtained  a  patent  for  a  new  and  useful  improveroent  in  the 
machinery  for  manufacturing  wrought  naiU  and  ipikes,  which  he  BMfgned 
to  tbe  Trof  Iron  and  Nail  Factuiy,  and  alio  uovenanted  that  be  would  eon- 
Tej  to  that  company  any  i[npTOTemenI  which  lie  might  thereafter  mnke. 

In  1S40,  he  made  eudi  an  improvement,  for  making  hook  and  brad-headed 
■pikei,  with  a  bending  lever,  whiuli  he  auigiied  to  the  Troj'  Iron  and  Kail 
Factory  in  1848. 

Before  thia  laal  assignment,  however,  viz..  in  1845.  Burden  made  an  assign- 
ment with  Coming,  Homer,  and  Wintlow,  in  wliii-h,  aniuiigel  oilier  things, 
it  was  agreed,  that  both  parties  might  thereafter  nianufaclnre  and  vend 
spikes  of  such  Idnd  and  character  as  they  saw  fit,  notwithstanding  their 
conflicting  clainu. 

Owing  to  the  peculiar  attitude  of  the  parties  to  each  other  at  the  time  of 
making  this  agre)""['  ',  and  the  language  used  in  it,  it  tranuot  be  construed 
into  a  permiuion  to  Coming,  Homer,  and  Winsluw,  lo  use  tlie  improved 
machinery  patented  by  Burden  iu  1840;  and  the  right  to  use  it,  having 
Mated  to  the  Troy  Iron  and  Nail  Factory,  a  perpetual  in'unction  upon 
Coming,  Homer,  and  Winslow  will  be  decreed.* 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Northern  District  of  New  York. 

*The  facte  are  all  stated  in  the  opinion  of  tlje  court,  ra-iqi 
The  bill  was  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court,  by  the  Ti-oy  •■ 
Iron  and  Nail  Factory  against  Corning,  Winslow,  and  Horner, 
to  restrain  them  from  violating  a  patent  issued  to  Henry 
Burden  on  the  8th  of  September,  1840,  for  new  and  useful 
improvements  in  the  machinery  for  making  hook,  or  brad- 

>  •.  c,   IS  How.,  451 ;   1  Blalchf.,    0  Fed.  Rep.,  803 ;  Lilienlhat  v.  Wa$k- 
408.     CiTBD.     Putnam  v,  HeUender,    barn,  8  Id.,  TOO. 

207 


104  SUPREME  COURT. 

Troj  Iron  and  Nail  Factory  r.  Citrntng  et  al. 

headed  spike,  which  patent  had  been  assigned  to  them ;  and 
also  to  accuunt  for  the  profits. 

After  the  proceeding,  mentioned  in  tlie  opinion  of  the 
court,  the  Circuit  Court  passed  the  following  cfecree: 

This  cause  having  heretofore  been  brought  to  a  hearing 
upon  the  pleadings  and  proofs,  and  counsel  for  the  respective 
parties  having  been  heard,  and  due  deliberation  thereupon 
nad,  and  it  appearing  to  the  said  court  that  the  said  Henry 
Burden  was  the  iirst  and  original  inventor  of  the  iinprove- 
inent  on  the  spike  machine  in  the  bill  of  complaint  men- 
tioned, and  for  which  a  patent  was  issued  tu  the  said  Henry 
Burden,  bearing  date  the  2d  of  September,  1840,  as  in  said 
bill  of  complaint  set  forth,  and  that  the  said  complainants 
have  a  full  and  perfect  title  to  the  said  patents  for  said  im- 
provements, by  assignment  from  the  said  Henry  Burden,  as 
18  stated  and  set  forth  in  the  said  bill  of  complaint. 

But  it  also  further  appearing  to  the  court,  on  tlie  pleadings 
and  proofs,  that  the  instrument  in  writing,  bearing  date  the 
14th  of  October,  1845,  stated  and  set  forth  in  the  said  bill  of 
complaint,  and  also  in  the  answer  of  the  said  defendants 
thereto,  entered  into  upon  a  settlement  and  compromise  of 
certain  conflicting  claims  between  the  said  parties,  and 
among  others  of  mutual  conflicting  claims  to  the  improve- 
ments in  the  spike  machine  in  said  bill  mentioned,  and  when 
said  instninient  was  executed  by  the  said  Henry  Burden  of 
the  one  part,  and  tlie  said  defendants  of  the  other ;  tiie  said 
Henry  Burden,  at  the  time,  being  the  patentee  an<l  legal 
owner  of  the  said  impruvements,  and  fully  authorized  to 
settle  and  adjust  the  said  conflicting  claims,  did,  in  legal 
effect,  and  by  just  construction,  impart,  and  authorize,  and 
convey,  a  right  to  the  defendants  to  use  the  said  improve- 
ments in  the  manufacture  of  the  hook-headed  spike,  without 
limitation  as  to  the  number  of  machines  so  by  them  to  be 
used,  or  as  to  the  place  or  district  in  which  to  be  used. 

Therefore,  it  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the 
said  bill  of  complaint  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  dismissed, 
with  costs  to  be  taxed,  and  that  the  defendants  have  execu- 
tion therefor. 

From  this  decree,  the  complainants  ajipealed  to  this  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Jokmon  and  Mr.  Stevem,  for  the 
appellants,  and  Mr.  Seward  and  Mr.  Seymour,  for  the  appel- 
lees. 

^IQE-i       'As  the  case  turned  mainly  upon  the  construction  of 
'  -'  the  agreement  of  October  14,  1845,  (which  is  inserted 
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in  the  opinioD  of  the  court,)  only  such  of  the  argumenta  of 
counsel  will  he  given  as  relate  to  that  constiuction. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellants  contended. 

Third.  It  is  respectfully  suhmitted,  that  the  instrument 
of  the  14th  of  October,  1845,  does  not  convey  to  the  defend- 
ants any  right  or  title  to  said  invention,  or  give  them  any 
authority  to  use  it  in  manufacturing  hook-neaded  spikes. 
Such  was  not  the  object  or  intention  of  the  parties. 

This  instrument  was  executed  under  the  following  circum- 
stances : 

At  the  June  term  of  the  Circuit  Court,  1843,  Mr.  Burden 
recovered  a  judgment  for  S700,  against  the  defendants,  for 
violating  this  patent. 

On  the  2d  of  October,  1848,  Mr.  Burden  filed  his  bill  in 
equity  in  said  Circuit  Court,  to  restrain  the  defendants  from 
further  infringing  the  patent,  and  for  an  account. 

After  this  bill  was  nled,  the  defendants  ceased  using  the 
invention,  for  a  short  time ;  and  then  commenced  using  it 
again,  as  Mr.  Burden  was  informed.  Mr.  Burden,  therefore, 
on  the  13th  of  November,  1844,  made  a  new  affidavit,  to 
obtain  an  injunction  upon  his  bill  previously  filed ;  and,  on 
the  20th  of  November,  obtained  an  order  for  an  injunction 
by  default. 

On  the  25th  of  November,  1844,  the  defendant  Winslow, 
and  two  men  by  the  name  of  Osgood  and  Blanchard,  made 
affidavits  in  said  cause,  for  the  purpose  of  moving  the  court 
to  open  the  order  granting  an  injunction  ;  in  which  affidavit, 
they  all  swear  that  defendants  did  not  use  Mr.  Burden's  in- 
vention, in  making  hook-headed  spikes,  but  made  them  with 
machinery  entirely  different  in  principle  and  mode  of  opera- 
tion. 

The  machinery,  by  which  the  defendants  claimed  to  make 
the  hook-headed  spike,  after  the  bill  was  filed,  is  described  in 
two  patents,  granted  to  the  defendants,  or  some  of  them. 

Prior  to  these  legal  proceedings,  in  November,  1844,  the 
parties  had  been  endeavoring  to  settle,  but  did  not  succeed  ; 
subsequentlvi  negotiations  for  a  settlement  of  the  suit  were 
renewed.  Mr.  Burden  claimed  that  he  had  the  exclusive 
right  to  manufacture  the  hook-headed  spikes  by  machinery, 
and  insisted  that  defendants  should  cease  making  such  spikes 
by  machinery.  Defendants  insisted  they  had  a  nght  to  make 
Buoh  spikes  by  their  own  machinery,  which  they  insisted,  in 
their  affidavits,  made  November  25th,  1844,  was  entirely  dif- 
ferent, in  principle  and  mode  of  operation,  from  that  patented 
to  Mr,  Burden. 
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*1dA1  *Mr.  Burden  claimed,  that  defeodautB  had  violated 
■I  his  patent  for  machinery  for  making  horseshoes,  and 
told  defendants,  if  they  did  not  immediately  desist  from  using 
his  hoTseahoe  machine  he  would  prosecute  them,  and  tbey  did 
desist  and  stop,  six  montha  before  the  settlement  was  made. 

It  is  necessary  and  proper  to  take  these  facts  and  circum- 
stances into  consideration,  in  giving  a  construction  to  the 
agreement  of  the  i4th  of  October,  1845. 

"  It  is  well  settled,  that  in  the  construction  of  all  con- 
tracte,  the  situation  of  the  parties  aud  the  subject-matter 
of  their  transactions  may  be  taken  into  consideration,  in  de- 
termining the  meaning  of  any  particular  sentence  or  pro- 
vision. Extraneous  evidence  is  admissible,  so  far  as  to 
ascertain  the  circumstances  uuder  which  the  writing  was 
made,  and  the  subject-matter  to  be  regulated  by  it."  Sumner 
v.  WiUiami,  8  Mass.,  214 ;  Fowle  v.  Bigelow,  10  Mass.,  384 ; 
Wilton  V.  Troup,  in  the  Court  for  the  Correction  of  Errors 
of  N.  Y.,  2  Cow.  (N.  Y.),  228-9  ;  m»mith  v.  Oalvert,  1  Wood. 
&  M.,  40. 

I.  This  agreement  does  not,  by  its  terms,  convey,  or  pur- 
port to  convey,  or  in  any  manner  to  give  or  invest  the  de- 
fendants with  any  interest  in,  or  right  or  authority  to  use  the 
machinery  patented  in  September,  1840,  to  make  book-headed 
spike. 

Ist.  It  was  contended  by  the  defendants,  (and,  as  we  un- 
derstand the  decree,  so  decided,)  that  the  2d  clause  in  the 
f^eement,  in  legal  effect,  did  impart,  authorize,  and  convey 
to  the  defendants  a  right  to  use  the  said  improvements, 
without  limitation  as  to  the  number  of  machines  used  by 
them,  or  as  to  the  place  or  territory  where  they  might  be 
used. 

The  2d  clause  of  the  i^reement  is  in  these  words :  "  And 
it  is  further  ^reed,  that  the  said  parties  may  each,  here- 
after, manufacture  and  vend  spike  of  such  kind  and  charac- 
ter as  they  see  fit,  notwithstanding  their  conflicting  claims 
to  this  time." 

After  the  judgment  at  law,  in  1848,  there  was  no  conflict  as 
to  the  right  of  defendant  to  use  Mr.  Burden's  improvement  in 
manufacturing  book-head  spike.  That  had  been  fully  settled 
against  the  defendants,  by  the  suit  at  law,  and  conceded  by 
them. 

The  defendants  did  not  claim  the  right  to  use  Burden's  in- 
vention ;  but  only  the  right  to  make  said  spike  by  machinery, 
which  they  claimed  was  different  from  Mr.  Burden's,  both  in 

Erinciple  and  operation.    Mr.  Burden  denied  this  right  claimed 
y  the  defendants,  and  claimed  that  he  had  the  exclusive  right 
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to  make  Buch  epike  by  machinery.  This  was  the  only  con- 
flicting claim,  as  to  the  right  to  make  spike  at  the  time  of  tlie 
settlement.  By  this  clause  in  the  f^eement,  Mr.  Burden  re- 
linquished his  pretensions  to  the  exclusive  right  to  make 
hood-headed  'spike  by  machinery ;  but  he  gave  no  right  ■-,,  q- 
to  the  defendants  to  use  his  improvements  in  mannSic-  *- 
turing  such  spike. 

Wuether  Mr.  Burden  was  right  or  wrong  in  his  preten- 
sion to  the  exclusive  right  to  make  such  spike  by  macniner)', 
can  in  no  maiiuer  affect  the  coustruction  of  the  agreement. 

The  intention  of  the  parties,  as  expressed  in  the  agree- 
ment, taken  in  connection  with  the  state  of  facts  and  circum- 
stauces  under  which  it  was  executed,  and  the  subject-matter 
intended  to  be  regulated  by  it,  must  control  the  construction 
of  this  clause.  Mr.  Burden  supposed  he  had  such  exclusive 
right,  and  umply  relinquished  it,  without  the  most  remote 
idea  that  he  was  conveying  to  the  defendants  any  right  to  use 
his  improvement,  much  less,  that  be  was  conveying  an  inter- 
est  in  bis  patent  equal  to  one  half  of  it. 

The  settlement  of  the  equity  suit, — the  relinquishment  by 
Mr.  Burden  of  Iiis  pretension  to  exclude  the  defendants  from 
making  hook-headed  spike  by  machinery, — and  the  settle- 
ment, by  defendants,  of  Mr.  Burden's  claim  against  them,  for 
infringing  his  horseshoe  patent,  for  which  he  had  threatened 
them  with  a  suit, — fully  satisfies  every  clause  in  the  agree- 
ment; and  it  cannot  be  stretched  to  the  enormous  extent 
claimed  by  defendants,  without  interpolating  other  important 
provisions,  which  cannot  at  law  be  accomplished  by  parol  evi- 
dence. An  assignment,  or  any  other  conveyance  of  any  part 
of  a  patent,  or  of  any  interest  in  or  under  it,  must  be  in  writ- 
ing. Contracts,  which  by  law  are  required  to  be  in  writing, 
cannot  rest  partly  in  writing  and  partly  in  parol.  Is  it  not 
most  extraordinary  that  the  defendants  did  not  have  this 
i^reement  recorded  in  the  Patent-OfSce  until  the  21st  of 
August,  1848,  if  they  had  had  the  least  idea  that  it  conveyed 
to  tnem  such  an  important  right  as  they  now  claim  ?  Patent 
Act  of  1886,  §  11 ;  Curtis  on  Pat.,  p.  478. 

This  instrument  has  neither  the  form  nor  substance  of  a 
license  or  assignment,  or  any  other  conveyance  of  an  interest 
in  a  patent  heretofore  in  use  or  known. 

If  the  parties  had  intended  this  instrument  as  a  conveyance 
of  any  interest  in  Mr.  Burden's  improvement,  it  would  have 
been  very  easy  to  have  said  so.  Netmith  v.  Calvert,  1 
Woodb.  &  M.,  40 ;  ^gviden  v.  May,  7  East,  242. 

The  oonrt  below  fell  into  the  mistake,  that  the  cause 
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depended  upoD  the  question,  whether  the  atneement  author- 
ized the  defendants  to  make  hook-headed  spike. 

The  opinion  of  the  court,  after  stating  the  2d  clause  in  the 
agreement,  proceeds :  "  Why  stipulate  tliat  the  defendante 
maj  thereafter  manufacture  and  vend  spikes  of  any  character 
and  description,  without  regard  to  previous  claims  to  the 
miaai  contrary,  *if  it  was  not  intended  to  admit  or  concede 
■■  the  right  to  mauufacture  hook-headed  spikes?  and 
how  can  we  say  that  this  particular  spike  is  not  embraced  in 
the  stipulation? 

'-  What  is  meant  by  the  ^reement,  that  the  defendants 
may  manufacture  spikes  of  such  a  kiud  and  character  as  they 
see  fit,  notwithstanding  their  (the  parties')  conflicting  claima 
to  this  time,  if  it  was  intended  to  exclude  hook-neaded? 
The  argument  is  quite  as  strong  and  well  founded,  to  exclude 
spikes  of  any  other  description.  Indeed,  stronger,  if  it  were 
possible,  as  this  particular  spike  was  the  principal  item  in 
controTersy  at  the  time  of  the  compromise  or  settlement,  and 
a  suit  was  pending  in  respect  to  it. 

"  The  language  of  the  insti-ument  is  certainly  most  remark- 
able, if  it  was  intended  by  the  parties  to  exclude  the  defend- 
ants from  the  right  to  make  this  particular  spike,  as  there  are 
not  only  no  words  of  exclusion  or  prohibition,  but  an  express 
admission  of  the  right,  in  terms  so  full  and  specific,  that  no 
argument  can  make  it  clearer.  We  are  asked  to  interpret  a 
stipulation,  to  make  any  kind  of  spike  the  parties  see  fit,  to 
mean  any  kind  except  hook-headed ;  and  spikes,  too,  in  the 
case  of  a  compromise  of  a  disputed  right  to  manufacture 
spikes  of  this  character  and  description,  among  other  mat- 
ters, this  being  regarded  as  the  principal  one.  We  think  it 
impossible  to  come  to  any  such  conclusion,  without  a  disre- 
gai-d  to  the  clear  import  of  the  agreement." 

Tlie  counsel  for  the  appellant  in  the  court  below  must  have 
been  exceedingly  unfortunate,  if  his  language  presented  any 
such  idea.  The  bill  does  not  chiim  it,  and  the  written  points 
handed  to  the  court  do  not  pretend  it.  On  the  contrary,  it 
was  conceded,  that  Mr.  Burden  relinquished  his  pretensions 
to  the  exclusive  right  to  make  those  spike  by  machinery,  but 
insisted  that  he  had  given  no  right  to  defendants  to  use  his 
improvements  for  that  purpose. 

2d.  The  decree  assumes  that,  among  the  conflicting  claims 
settled  by  the  agreement  of  14th  October,  1845,  were  the 
mutual  conflicting  claims  to  the  improvements  in  the  spike- 
machine,  patented  by  Mr.  Burden. 

This  is  mere  assumption,  founded  wholly  in  mistake.  No 
such  conflicting  claim  is  stated  in  the  instrument,  and  none 
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sucb  was  proved  to  exist  at  the  time  of  the  settlement.  The 
very  reverse  was  swoni  to  the  year  before,  by  the  defeudaiit, 
Winslow,  himself,  and  by  two  other  witueases,  by  his  procure- 
ment. The  correspondence  which  took  place  before  the  settle- 
ment, shows  that  no  such  claim  was  set  up  or  pretended  by 
the  defendants.  The  judgment  at  law  had  fnllr  and  defi- 
nitely settled  and  detennmed  that  the  defendants  had  no 
such  right. 

*But  if  Buch  conflicting  right  to  Mr.  Burden's  im-  rainn 
provement  had  existed  at  the  time  of  the  settlement,  >- 
the  terms  of  the  agreement  would  not  confer  any  right  upon 
the  defendants  to  use  it. 

The  agreement  concedes  the  defendants'  right  to  make  any 
kind  of  spike  they  see  fit,  which  of  course  embraces  hook- 
headed  spike ;  but  it  does  not,  directly  or  indirectly,  give  or 
concede  the  right  to  defendants  to  use  Mr.  Burden's  improve- 
ment fur  that  purpose.  "The  said  parties  may' each,  here- 
after,  make  and  vend  spike  of  such  kind  and  character  as 
they  see  fit."  But  how  manufacture?  The  agreement  does 
not  specify  how ;  but  the  plain  construction  is,  that  it  should 
be  done  as  it  had  been  done  from  the  recovery  of  the  judg- 
ment at  law,  up  to  the  time  of  the  settlement — ^that  Mr.  Bur- 
den should  manufacture  the  spike  with  his  machine,  and  the 
defendants  with  their  machine,  which  they  claimed  and 
swore  was  totally  different  from  Mr.  Burden's  in  principle 
and  mode  of  operation.  Can  it  be  pretended,  that  the 
defendants  gave  Mr.  Burden  any  right  to  use  their  machme? 
Had  Mr.  Burden  ever  claimed  any  such  right  ?  Had  it  been 
shown,  that  hook-headed  spike  could  not  be  made  without 
the  use  of  Mr.  Burden's  improvement,  it  might  have  fur- 
nished some  ground  for  an  argument  that,  by  implication, 
such  right  was  given  by  the  agreement. 

But  such  was  not  the  fact.  Hook-headed  spike  could  be 
made,  and  were  made  by  hand,  prior  to  Mr.  Bunien's  inven- 
tion ;  and  the  defendants  show  that-,  as  early  as  the  fall  of 
1844,  that  they  had  machinery  by  which  they  made  hook- 
headed  spike,  which  was  wholly  different,  both  in  principle 
and  mechanical  operation  from  Mr.  Burden's  improvement ; 
and  the  only  right  they  claimed,  after  tlie  judgment  at  law 
up  tfl  and  at  the  time  of  the  settlement,  was  to  make  such 
spike  by  that  machinery,  and  disclaimed  all  right  or  desire  to 
use  Mr.  Burden's  impi-ovement. 

3.  Mr.  Bui-den  could  not  have  intended  to  convey  such  an 
interest  to  the  defendants. 

It  would  have  been  a  violation  of  his  duty  to,  and  his  con- 
tract with,  the  appellant ;  and  would  have  deprived  him  of 

218 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Tro7  Iron  uid  Nail  Factnry  b.  Cornii^  et  tX. 


the  benefit  of  a  conti-act  from  which  he  received  moie  than 
$10,000  annually. 

4.  There  was  uo  adequate  consideration  for  the  couveyanee 
of  such  an  extensive  interest  in  this  patent. 

The  defendants  allege,  in  theiv  answer,  that  the  purchase 
by  them  of  the  appellant,  of  half  of  a  dock,  was  a  part  of  the 
same  transaction,  and  a  part  of  the  coiisideratiuu  for  this 
agreement. 

This  pretence  ia  fully  disproved.  The  evidence  clearly 
*2nni  ^^'^^^1  *tliat  the  agreement  to  purchase  the  dock, 
-I  although  made  at  the  same  time  with  the  other  agree- 
ment, had  no  connection  with  it,  and  that  the  one  half  of 
said  dock  was  worth  more  than  the  $1500  which  defendants 
paid  for  it. 

The  defendants  also  set  up  in  their  answer,  that  their 
agreement  not  to  make  horseshoes,  was  a  part  of  the  consid. 
eration  of  the  agreement  on  the  part  of  Mr,  Burden. 

The  evidence  shows  the  facta  to  be,  that  prior  to  this 
settlement,  the  defendants  had  been  infringing  Mr.  Burden's 
patent  for  a  machine  to  make  horseshoes — were  threatened 
with  a  suit  if  they  did  not  desist,  and  they  did  desist  six 
months  before  the  settlement.  The  defendants  had  a  patent 
for  machinery  to  make  horseshoes,  but  it  was  worthless. 

Mr.  Burden  did  not  claim  that  the  defendants  should  not 
make  horseshoes  with  the  machinery  they  had  patented,  but 
that  they  should  not  use  the  machinery  he  had  patented  for 
that  purpose.  If  horseshoes  could  have  been  made  by  the 
machinery  patented  by  defendants,  the  i^reement  gives 
neither  Mr.  Burden  nor  the  appellant  any  right  to  use  that 
machinery,  nor  does  it  restrict  the  defendants  from  selling  to 
others  the  right  to  make  horseshoes,  with  the  machiiieir 
patented  by  them.  There  is  nothing  in  the  agreement  which 
would  pmnibit  the  defendants,  or  their  assignees,  from  main- 
taining a  suit  against  the  appellant,  or  any  other  person,  for 
infringing  defendants'  patent,  should  tlie  appellant  or  any 
other  person  use  the  invention  thereby  patented. 

The  defendants  also  allege,  in  their  answer,  that  they  had 
used  the  improvement  in  question,  to  make  hook-headed 
spike  since  said  settlement,  and  appellant  never  requested 
them  to  cease  using  the  same,  or  to  account  for  any  profits 
for  such  use. 

The  fact  thus  alleged,  the  defendants  insisted  in  the  court 
below,  was  a  circumstance  to  show  that  the  appellant  and 
Mr.  Burden  understood  and  considered  the  said  agreement, 
as  conveying  to  the  defendants  the  right  to  use  said  improve- 
ment. 
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The  answer  to  this  is : 

1.  The  answer  does  not  allege,  that  the  appellant,  or  any 
of  its  officers  or  ^ents,  knew  that  said  defent^ots  were  using 
said  improvement. 

2.  It  is  proved,  that  neither  Mr.  Burden,  nor  any  other  of 
the  officers  or  agents  of  the  appellant,  knew  that  defendants 
were  using  said  improvement,  until  August,  1847. 

Defendants  also  insist,  that  Mr.  Burden,  hy  his  letters, 
hearing  date  between  the  dth  of  Maich,  1846,  and  29th 
December,  1846,  both  inclusive,  requesting  defendant  Wins- 
low,  to  agree  upon  the  price  for  vhicli  they  would  sell  hook- 
headed  and  other  spike,  recognizes  the  defendants'  rights  to 
use  said  improvement. 

*Tbe  answer  to  this  position  is,  that  just  such  an  r»nn-| 
arrangement,  as  requested  in  those  letters,  had  existed  I- 
hetween  the  appellant  and  defendant,  for  nine  years  before  the 
settlement  of  14th  October,  1845,  and  at  the  time  Mr.  Burden 
wrote  those  letters,  he  did  not  know  that  defendants  were 
using  his  improvemeut  to  manufacture  hook-headed  spike. 

The  letters  were  also  written  by  Mr.  Burden,  before  he 
knew  defendants  were  using  his  improvement  in  making 
hook-headed  spike. 

Indeed,  none  of  the  letters,  in  any  manner  intimate,  that 
the  defendants  were  using,  or  had  any  right  to  use  the  im- 
provemeut. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  in  error  contended,  that 
the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  should  be  affirmed,  because, 

I.  The  agreemeut  of  October  14th,  1845,  was  a  valid 
agreement,  binding  upon  the  parties. 

1.  It  was  made  by  parties  fully  competent  to  contract  in 
reference  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract. 

Burden  was  patentee,  and  as  such,  could  contract  for  him- 
self as  the  owner  of  the  patent.  He  was  also  at  the  time  a 
large  stockholder  in  the  complainants'  corporation,  and  their 
agent,  and  as  such,  could  contract  for  them. 

The  allegation,  made  by  the  complainants  in  their  bill  of 
complaint,  that  Henry  Burden  "had  no  power  or  authority 
to  give  such  license,  your  orator  having  been  the  legal  and 
equitable  owner  of  the  said  last-mentioned  patent,  and  the 
rights  and  privileges  granted  and  secured  thereby,  from  the 
time  said  patent  was  granted,"  is  not  sustained  by  the  proof. 

The  only  proof  tending  to  show  that  on  the  14th  October, 
1845,  the  complainants  were  the  owners  of  this  improvement 
of  the  bending  lever,  and  that  therefore  Burden  had  no  au- 
thority to  grant  a  license,  or  make  a  contract  as  to  the  use  of 
the  same,  is  to  be  found  in  the  agreement  between  Burden 
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and  complainants  as  to  the  patents  for  the  spike  machine  and 
the  horsestioe,  and  dated  2d  December,  18S6. 

Id  reference  to  this  agreement,  the  defendants  insist  as 
follows : 

1.  The  agreement  between  the  plaintilTs  and  Henry  Bur- 
den, of  December  2d,  1836,  did  not  even  purport  to  convey 
to  the  plaintiffs  any  interest  or  right  to  the  patent  of  1840, 
or  to  the  bending  lever,  the  thing  patented.  It  first  gives 
the  right  to  use  the  machines  for  manufacturing  wrought 
nails  or  spikes,  then  on  the  premises  of  the  company ;  and 
secondly,  the  exclusive  right  to  construct  other  machines  for 
the  manufactniing  wrouglit  nails  or  spikes,  after  the  method 
invented  by  Burden,  with  all  the  improvements  which  he  had 
made,  or  should  make,  in  the  same,  in  any  other  part  of  the 
"2021  United  States ;  and  thirdly,  a  'covenant  that  he,  Bur- 

J  den,  would  obtain  a  patent  for  any  improvements 
which  he  should  afterward  make  in  his  nail  and  spike  ma- 
chine; and  then  provides  that  "the  license  hereby  granted 
to  the  party  of  the  second  part,  shall  he  deemed  to  extend  to 
all  such  improvements."  It  only  contemplates  the  granting 
of  a  license ;  and  the  statement  in  the  assignment  of  June 
19,  1848,  that  Burden  had  agreed  to  transfer  and  assign  the 
improvement,  is  not  true. 

The  bending  lever,  patented  by  the  patent  of  1840,  was  not 
then  in  existence.  It  was  a  mere  contingent  possibility,  and 
therefore  was  not  susceptible  of  being  conveyed.  There  was 
nothing  to  convey.  Phillips  on  Pat.,  354 ;  Cnrtis  on  Pat., 
sec.  189. 

The  privilege  of  assigning,  given  by  the  eleventh  section  of 
the  Patent  Act  of  July  4, 1836,  implies  that  the  thing  assigned 
shall  be  then  in  existence,  and  the  subsequent  requirement  in 
the  same  section,  as  to  recording  the  assignment,  supports  the 
same  idea. 

2.  Even  if  this  agreement  did  purport  to  grant  and  assign  a 
future  improvement  thereof,  such  grant  could  not  apply  to  the 
bending  lever,  for  the  reason  that  the  bending  lever  is  not  an 
improvement  upon  either  of  the  patented  machines  mentioned 
in  the  agreement  of  December  2d,  1886,  but  is  a  distinct  and 
independent  article,  or  invention,  equally  applicable  to  any 
spike  machine,  and  in  fact,  used  upon  various  other  machine. 

The  plaintiffs  consider  the  agreement  of  December  2d,  1836, 
as  merely  a  covenant  to  convey  the  improvement  alleged  to 
have  been  patented  on  the  2d  of  September,  1840,  and  have 
accordingly  resorted  to  a  special  assignment  of  it,  which  was 
made  on  the  19th  of  June,  1848,  and  which,  in  terms,  refers 
to  the  ^reement  of  December,  1886,  as  merely  a  covenant  to 
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uoiivey  subsequent  improvements,  and  purports  to  have  been 
given  in  performance  of  such  covenant. 

The  right  of  the  plaiuti&B  to  this  improvement  of  the  bend- 
ing lever  is  based  in  their  bill  upon  the  assignment  of  the  19th 
June,  1848.  This  right  is  therefore  subject  to  any  riglit^that 
were  acquired  by  the  defendants  by  the  ^reement  of  October 
14, 1845. 

But  if  the  complainants  had,  previous  to  the  14th  October, 
1845,  become  the  owners  of  the  improvement  called  the  bend- 
ing lever,  and  the  patent  therefor,  still,  as  general  a^nt  of 
the  corporation.  Burden  had  a  right  to  enter  into  the  agree- 
ment of  October  14,  1845,  and  it  binds  his  principals. 

3.  The  agreement  of  October  14,  1845,  was  founded  upou 
a  good  and  valuable  consideration,  as  between  the  parties — 
Ist,  the  settlement  of  the  suit  then  pending  between  them  ; 
and  *2d,  the  relinquishment  by  the  defendant.  Wins-  ranoo 
low,  in  behalf  of  himself  and  his  copartners,  of  the  right  *■ 
to  manufacture  the  patent  horseshoe,  an  advantage  worth  to 
the  other  contracting  party,  $10,000  per  annum. 

The  agreement,  too,  was  carried  out  by  the  parties :  iirst, 
by  the  conveyance  of  the  dock  property  by  the  plaintiffs,  and 
its  occupation  by  the  defendants ;  second,  by  the  payment  of 
the  consideration  of  the  dock  property  by  the  derendauts ; 
thirdly,  by  the  relinquishment  by  the  defendants,  of  the 
horseshoe  business,  from  that  time  to  the  present,  and  the  en- 

t'oyment  of  it  as  a  monopoly  ever  since  by  the  plaintiffs ;  fourth, 
ly  the  continued  use  by  the  defendant,  of  the  bending  lever 
in  making  hook-headed  spikes,  from  the  14tb  of  October,  1845, 
to  the  8th  July,  1848,  two  years  and  about  nine  months,  with- 
out objection,  they  having  made,  during  that  period,  hook- 
beaded  spikes  to  the  value  of  over  $137,000. 

Ill,  Tne  agreement  of  October  14, 1845,  was  a  contract  for 
the  settlement  of  conflicting  claims  to  two  patented  macliines, 
one  for  the  bending  lever,  and  the  other  for  the  horseshoe 
machine,  and  it  not  only  gives  rights  to  make  the  spikes  and 
the  horseshoes,  but  to  use  the  respective  patented  machines 
iu  making  them. 

The  agreement  of  October  14, 1845,  does  not,  in  terms,  give 
the  right  to  the  defendants  to  use  the  machines  patented  by 
Burden,  by  his  patent  of  1840,  but  it  does  give  it  by  the 
strongest  implication.  It  releases  all  claims  mr  violation  of 
patent-rights,  up  to  that  date,  and  gives  the  right  to  both 
parties,  thereafter,  to  manu&cture  and  vend  spike  of  such 
kind  and  character  as  they  see  tit,  notwithstanding  their  con- 
flicting claims  to  that  time. 

Denudauts'  exhibits  show  that  those  conflicting  claims  re- 
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lated  only  to  the  use  of  the  pRteoted  machinery,  lliat  is  also 
shown  by  Burden's  letters.  The  siibjectmatter  of  this  geu- 
eral  settlement  was,  therefore,  their  conflicting  claims  to  the 
use  of  the  patented  machinery.  The  agreement  gives  the 
right  to  make  the  spike,  which  could  be  made  for  sale  in 
market  only  by  the  use  of  the  bending  lever,  or  of  some 
analogous  device.  1  Wash.  C.  C,  168,  Rutger  v.  Kanowrt  ^ 
Chant;  PhUlips  on  Pat.,  846. 

A  construction  of  the  agreement  of  October  14, 1845,  which 
would  allow  the  defendants  only  the  privilege  of  making  the 
book-headed  spikes,  and  would  deny  tbem  the  use  of  the  bend- 
ing lever  in  making  them,  would  render  the  instrument  sense- 
less, absurd,  and  inoperative. 

For,  if  it  is  held,  that  the  defendants  obtained  under  the 
agreememt  only  the  privilege  of  making  hook-headed  spikes, 
"2041  ^^^^^  ^y  *b*nd,  or  by  the  use  of  any  machinery  which 
J  they  might  choose,  other  than  that  which  should  in- 
fringe upon  Burden's  patent,  then  it  results  that  the  defend- 
ants relinquish  the  patent  horseshoe  business,  worth,  as  is 
proved  by  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Davidson,  Jl 0,000  per  annum, 
tor  the  privilege  of  doing  just  what  they  had  a  i-ight  to  do 
before,  and  what  every  body  else  had  the  right  of  doing,  that 
is,  making  those  spikes  by  hand,  or  with  any  machinery  not 
infringing  on  Burden's  patent.  Such  a  construction  would 
be  contrary  to  the  well-settled  rule  in  the  iiitei-pretation  of 
contracts,  that,  when  a  clause  is  capable  nf  two  significations, 
it  should  be  understood  in  that  in  which  it  will  have  some 
operation,  rather  than  in  that  which  it  will  have  none,  "  ut  res 
magi»  vtdeat  <piam  vereat"  Potbier,  cited  in  2  Comyn  on 
Contr.,  533;  ParkkurH  v.  Smith,  WiUes,  332;  Archibald  V. 
Thomas,  3  Cow.  (N.  Y,},  290.  An  agreement  or  contract 
must  have  a  reasonable  construction,  according  to  the  intent 
of  the  parties,  as  if  a  man  agree  witli  B,  for  twenty  barrels  of 
of  ale,  he  shall  not  have  the  barrels  after  the  ale  is  spent. 
Comyns's  Digest,  Title  Agreement,  C.  So  if  a  man  promise 
payment,  without  saying  to  whom, it  shall  be  intended  to  him 
from  whom  the  consideration  comes.  Cro.  Eliz.,  149.  And 
uiK)n  a  promise  of  payment,  according  to  tlie  rate  of  forty 
shillings  per  ton,  it  shall  be  intended  that  payment  will  be 
made  tor  the  odd  pounds,  according  to  the  same  rate.  Yelv., 
134. 

The  practical  construction  of  both  parties  has  been  in  con- 
formity to  the  interpretation  on  which  the  defendants  insist. 
^^Contemporanea  ex^omtio  est  forti$aima  lex." 

If  the  construction  were  a  doubtful  one,  it  should,  under 
the  circumstances,  be  held  to  be  against  that  set  up  by  the 
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fluntifTa,  whose  grantor,  Henry  Burden,  is  the  contractor, 
n  a  case  of  doubt,  the  words  of  a  promise,  or  covenant,  are 
to  be  taken  most  strongly  against  tlie  proitii»or  or  contractor. 
Coke,  Lit.  183,  a.  This  rule  should  be  applied,  in  this  case 
esi>ecially,  for  two  very  apparent  reasons :  First,  because  it 
was  well  understood,  by  both  parties,  with  what  machinery 
alone  these  hook-headed  spikes  could  be  successfully  made  for 
sale  in  market,  and  that  the  defendants  were  then  using  that 
machinery  in  their  works ;  and,  secondly,  because  Burden 
had  a  strong  pecuniary  motive  to  deal  in  generalities,  and 
not  to  grant,  specifically  and  clearly,  a  license  to  use  the 
bending  lever.  He  feared  he  might  jeopard  the  thirty  per 
cent.,  secured  to  him  by  the  agreement  of  December  2d,  1836, 
and  which  was  afterwards  in  controversy,  and  was  claimed 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  have  been  forfeited  by  him ;  and  yet  he 
desired  to  obtain  the  monopoly  of  the  horseshoe  business. 

The  contemporaneous  exposition  of  the  agreement,  by 
Burden,  'is  in  accordance  with  the  position  of  tlie  de-  r»9oc 
fendants.  See  hie  letter  of  December  15th,  1845,  and  I- 
his  letter  of  December  11th,  1846.  In  this  latter  letter. 
Burden  speaks  of  his  intention  to  shtire  the  spike  business 
with  defendants.  He  very  well  knew  that  could  not  be  done, 
except  by  uniform  prices,  and  that  we  could  have  no  uniform 
price  with  him,  unless  we  used  the  bending  lever. 

But  there  was  an  actual  sharing  between  appellant  and 
respondents,  of  contracts  for  spikes.  Burden  declared  that  it 
was  his  intention  to  share  with  respondents  the  spike  busi- 
ness, and  this  was  done,  as  is  shown  by  his  letters.  Such 
was  the  practical  contemporaneous  construction  of  the  agree- 
ment, and  it  appears,  by  Burden's  letter  of  February  10th, 
1848,  that  not  only  was  there  to  be  an  uniform  price  for  hook- 
headed  spikes,  but  that  the  whole  field  was  to  be  occupied 
^  the  parties  in  common,  and  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others. 
The  whole  object  of  this  letter  was  to  tell  respondents  what 
he  had  been  doing  to  protect  their  common  rights.  Can  there 
be  any  thing  more  needed  to  show  that  it  was  the  under- 
standing of  both  parties,  that  by  the  ^reement  of  October 
14th,  1845,  respondents  had  the  right  to  use  the  bending 
lever? 

Winslow's  letters,  written  in  January,  1845,  show  that 
respondents  were  using  the  bending  lever  at  that  time,  and 
that  Burden  then  knew  it.  In  Burden's  letter  of  January 
10th,  1845,  and  in  Winslow's  reply  to  it,  of  Januanr  13th, 
1845,  they  both  refer  to  "  the  niacunery  in  question,'  which 
can  onlv  mean  the  bending  lever. 
IV.  But  whatever  might  have  been  the  construction  which 
219 
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a  court  would,  under  other  circumstanceB,  have  put  upon  this 
agreement — a  Court  of  Equity  will  not  now  grant  an  injunc- 
tion, as  is  prayed  for  in  the  complainants'  bill,  after  an  ac- 
quiescence in  the  use  of  the  patented  machinery,  under  this 
rement  of  October  14th,  1845,  for  near  three  years  befoi-e 
commencement  of  this  suit.  Wyeth  v.  Stone,  1  Stoiy, 
273  i  Bundle  v.  Murray,  Jacob,  311 ;  Williams  v.  the  Earl  of 
Jersey,  1  Craig  &  P.,  91 ;  Warwick  v.  Sooper,  3  Eng.  Law 
and  Eq.,  238,  cited;  U.  S.  Dig.  Appendix,  vol.  6, 1851,  title 
Patent. 

Mr.  Justice  WAYNE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

'Phis  is  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Northern  District  of  New  York. 

The  appellante  are  a  manufacturing  company,  incorporated 
by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York.  They  aver,  that 
Henry  Burden  was  the  inventor  of  a  new  and  useful  improve- 
ment in  the  machinery  for  manufacturing  wrought  nails  and 
spikes,  for  wliicli  letters-patent  were  granted  to  him,  on  the 
•20fi1  ^'^  "^  •December,  1834,  Tliey  allege  that  it  was  a»- 
J  signed  to  them,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  also, 
that  Burden  covenanted  with  them,  if  he  should  thereafter 
make  any  improvement  upon  his  invention,  that  he  would 
convey  the  same  to  them.  Burden  afterwards  did  make  a 
new  and  useful  improvement  in  machinery  for  making  hook 
or  brad-headed  spikes,  for  which  a  patent  was  granted  to  him, 
on  the  2d  of  September,  1840.  He  assigned  it  to  the  com- 
Xilainants,  in  virtue  of  his  covenant,  whereby  they  became  the 
exclusive  ownera  of  the  patent.  They  then  complain  that 
the  defendants  had  infnnged  the  same,  by  having  erected  and 
put  in  use,  in  their  iron  and  nail  works,  in  the  city  of  Troy, 
four  or  five  machines  for  the  manufacture  of  hook,  or  brad- 
headed  spikes,  containing  the  improvements  in  their  assigned 
patent,  and  had  used  them  for  manufacturing  hook,  or  brad- 
headed  spikes,  since  tlie  15th  of  October,  1845. 

It  is  alsn  stated,  that  Burden  brought  an  action  at  law 
i^ainst  the  defendants,  for  an  infringement,  secured  by  the 
patent  of  September  2d,  1840.  The  defendants  resisted  a 
recovery,  upon  the  ground  that  Burden  was  not  the  first 
inventor  of  the  improvements  for  which  that  patent  had  been 
obtained.  A  trial  of  this  case,  upon  the  merits,  resulted  in  a 
verdict  for  Burden,  for  seven  hundred  dollars,  which  was 
carried  into  a  final  judgment  against  the  defendants,  after  a 
motion  which  they  made  for  a  new  trial  had  been  overruled. 

The  defendanta  are  then  charged  with  again  using  the 
improvements  in  the  pat«nt  of  1840,  under  the  pretence  tliat 
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they  have  a  license  from  Burden  to  do  so.  This  is  denied  by 
the  complainants;  and  they  say,  if  such  license  had  been 
given  by  BuiHlen,  that  it  was  in  contravention  of  his  assign- 
ment to  them  of  his  patent,  by  which  the}'  became  the  legal 
and  equitable  owners,  from  the  time  it  was  gi-anted,  on  Sep- 
tember 2d,  1840. 

The  bill  ia  then  concluded,  with  a  prayer  that  the  court 
would  enjoin  the  defendants,  Corning,  Horner,  and  Winslow, 
their  attorneys,  and  agents,  and  workmen,  to  desist  from 
making,  using,  or  vending,  any  machine  containing  the  im- 
provements, lor  which  letters-patent  were  granted  to  Burden, 
on  the  2d  of  September,  1840 ;  and,  from  selling  or  using  any 
spikes  which  they  then  had  on  hand,  which  had  been  manu- 
ractured  by  their  machines  containing  the  improvement  of 
that  patent.  An  account  of  the  profits,  which  they  had 
derived  from  the  use  of  such  patented  improvements,  is  also 
called  for. 

The  letters-patent  granted  to  Burden,  on  the  2d  day  of 
September,  1884.  and  that  of  the  2d  of  September,  1840, 
describing  an  improvement  called  a  bending  lever,  in  the 
machinery  for  making  hook  or  brad-headed  spikes,  are  made 
eshibitfi  to  the  bill. 

*This  bill  was  answered  by  the  defendants.  f9(\7 

It  admits  that  the  complainants  were  an  incorporated  *- 
body,  under  the  style  of  the  Troy  Iron  and  Nail  Factory 
Company;  also,  that  Henry  Burden  was  the  inventor  of  the 
improvements  in  the  machinery  for  making  nails  and  spikes, 
for  which  letters-i)atent  were  granted  to  nim  in  December, 
18S4,  and  that  he  assigned  the  same  to  the  complainants  two 
years  thereafter.  But  they  deny  that  there  was  any  covenant 
in  the  assignment,  or  in  any  other  agreement  then  recorded 
in  the  Patent-Office,  or  any  agreement  between  Burden  and 
the  complainants,  obliging  him  to  convey  to  them  any  im- 
provement which  he  might  make  upon  his  invention.  And 
they  insist,  if  such  an  agreement  was  made,  that,  as  it  was 
only  a  covenant  to  convey  a  contingent  possibility,  which 
would  be  inoperative  and  void,  and  could  not  affect  them. 
The  defendants  also  admit  that  Burden  obtained  the  patent 
of  2d  September,  1840;  but  they  deny  its  validity.  They 
declare  that  the  bending  lever,  described  in  the  specification 
of  it,  or  one  similar  to  it  in  form  and  principle  of  construc- 
tion and  operation,  had  been  invented  and  had  been  used  by 
several  persons  in  making  spikes  for  several  years  before  the 
patent  had  been  obtained  by  Burden  for  hia  improvement  of 
the  bending  lever.  They  state  that  it  was  invented  by 
Thomas  ana  William  Osgood,  and  used  by  them  in  the  years 
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1835,  '36,  '37.  '38,  upon  one  of  their  apike  machines,  to  make 
hook  or  brad-headed  spikes,  which  they  sold  during  those 
yeara  in  Philadelphia.  It  is  also  stated  by  the  defendants, 
that  the  bending  lever,  patented  by  Burden,  was  the  inven- 
tion of  one  Ebenezer  Hunt,  whilst  he  was  in  the  employment 
of  the  former.  It  is  tlien  admitted  that  Bui-den  assigned  to 
the  complainants  his  patent  for  the  bending  lever,  in  Juue, 
1848 ;  but  it  is  said  to  have  been  fraudulently  done,  and  that 
the  appellants  have  no  right,  legal  or  equitable,  to  that  im- 
provement, under  that  assignment,  or  by  that  of  the  agree- 
ment between  the   complainants  of  Burden,  of  December, 

1836.  And,  it  is  added,  should  they  have  any  right  or 
interest  in  the  patent  for  Burden's  bending  lever,  that  the 
defendants  have  also  the  right  to  use  the  same  under  an 
agreement  with  Burden  of  the  14th  October,  1845,  which  was 
made  for  himself,  and  in  behalf  of  the  appellants,  as  their 
agent,  before  he  had  assigned  it  to  them  in  1848. 

The  defendants  then  aver,  that  this  agreement  of  the  14th 
October  was  made  with  the  understanding  of  both  parties ; 
that  it  would  finally  settle  all  differences  between  themselves 
and  Burden  and  the  complainants,  which  had  arisen  out  of 
counter  claims  by  both  parties  to  a  patent  for  making  horse- 
shoes, and  also  to  a  patent-right  for  making  hook  or  brad- 
headed  spikes,  each  party  claiming  the  right  to  manufacture 
"20R1  ^^^  vend  *such  horseshoes  and  such  spikes,  under  their 
J  respective  counter  claims -and  patents,  witJiout  the 
permission  of  either  to  the  other,  and  to  use,  in  the  manu- 
facture of  the  brad-headed  spike.  Burden's  bending  lever. 

The  consideration  of  the  agreement  is  said  to  have  been  a 

Snrchase  by  the  defendants  from  the  complainants,  of  an  un- 
ivided  half  part  of  a  dock  on  the  Hudson  River,  for  $1,500, 
— a  grant  by  the  defendants  to  them  for  the  exclusive  manu- 
facture of  patent  horseshoes, — and  a  mutual  relinquishment 
of  their  counter  claim  to  the  patents  for  making  hook-headed 
spikes  by  a  bending  lever.  It  is  averred,  that  they  had  used 
Burden's  bending  lever  in  the  manufacture  of  such  spikes, 
from  the  dat«  of  the  agreement,  with  his  knowledge,  without 
objection  by  him  or  by  the  appellants,  and  that  Burden  Imd 
discontinued  the  suit  against  them.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
state  more  of  the  pleamngs.  The  abstract  given  discloses 
what  had  been  the  relations  between  these  parties  for  several 
years  before  this  suit  was  brought,  and  their  views  and  con- 
duct respecting  the  patent  for  the  bending  lever. 

We  will  now  turn  to  the  evidence  in  the  case.  It  shows, 
first,  that  every  allegation  in  the  bill  has  either  been  proved 
or  admitted  by  the  answer  of  the  defendants,  excepting  such 
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as  they  respectively  make  concerning  the  agreement  of  the 
14tb  October,  1845,  which  will  hereafter  have  our  attention. 
The  letters-patent  obtained  by  Burden,  in  1834,  which  de- 
BcribeB  a  machine  for  making  nails  and  eiiikes,  is  annexed  as 
an  exhibit  to  the  bill,  and  ao  is  that  afterwaids  granted  to 
them,  in  1840,  for  his  improvement  on  the  Jirst,  tor  making 
hook  or  brad-headed  spikes.  The  answer  admits  that  he  was 
the  inventor  of  the  first,  and  that  he  had  a  patent  for  it.  It 
also  admitted  that  he  obtained  a  patent  for  the  other ;  but  it 
is  denied  that  he  was  the  inventor  of  it.  This  the  defendants 
have  &iled  to  prove ;  and,  in  our  opinion,  the  evidence  given 
by  them  on  that  point  rather  serves  to  establish  the  originality 
of  the  iuvention  than  to  impair  it.  We  think  so,  because  it 
is  uncertain  and  conflicting,  and,  as  our  learned  brother  said 
concerning  it  in  the  court  below,  is  irreconcilable.  The  appel- 
lants stand  upon  that  patent  as  the  first  wliich  was  granted 
for  the  bending  lever,  and  they  may  well  do  so,  until  other 
evidence  than  that  in  this  record  shall  be  given  to  disprove 
its  originality.  It  is  admitted  that  Buiden  assigned  that  pa- 
tent also  to  the  appellants  ;  but  it  is  said  to  have  been  fraud- 
ideutly  done,  and  that  it  was  not  made,  because  Burden  had 
covenanted,  in  his  assignment  to  them  of  his  first  patent,  to 
convey  to  the  appellants  any  improvements  he  might  there- 
after make  upon  that  machine  during  the  time  thut  the  patent 
had  to  run.  The  alignment  by  *Burden  to  the  appel-  r*nnQ 
lants  of  his  patent  for  making  wrought  nails  or  spikes  *- 
is  dated  in  December,  1886,  just  two  years  after  it  was  ob- 
tained. It  contains,  after  the  transferring  clause,  and  in  con- 
nection with  it,  these  words,  "with  all  the  improvements 
which  he  hath  made  or  shall  make  in  the  same,  in  any  other 
part  of  the  United  States,  as  the  said  parties  of  the  second 
part  shall  deem  expedient,  during  the  term  for  which  the 
same  are  or  may  be  patented  by  the  said  party  of  the  first 
part."  The  assignment  itself  being  admitted  by  the  defend- 
ants, this,  as  a  part  of  it,  must  also  be  included  in  the  admis- 
sion. It  is,  in  our  opinion,  a  covenant  which  bound  Burden 
to  convey  to  the  appellants  his  improvement  upon  his  machine 
of  the  bending  lever.  Though  the  assignment  of  it  was  not 
made  until  several  years  after  it  was  patented,  the  appellants 
were  equitably  entitled  to  it  before.  Without  something  be- 
sides to  sustain  them,  than  the  delay  in  making  the  assign- 
ment, the  defendants  had  no  ground  for  stating  that  it  was  a 
fraudulent  device  to  overreach  and  defeat  the  agreement 
between  themselves  and  Burden,  of  the  14th  October,  1845. 
The  defendants  also  admit  that  they  were  sued  by  Burden  in 
1842,  for  an  infringement  of  the  rights  secured  to  him  by  his 
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patent  for  the  bending  lever.  That,  though  they  had  resisted 
it,  upon  the  ground  that  Burden  was  iiot  the  inventor,  the 
jury,  who  tried  the  case  upon  its  merits,  had  returned  a  ver- 
dict against  them  for  the  infringement,  with  $700  damages ; 
and  that  it  was  cairied  into  judgment.  This  was  in  the  year 
1843. 

In  November,  1844,  Burden,  believing  that  the  defendants 
were  again  using  his  bendinc  lever,  for  making  brad-head 
spikes,  brought  against  them  a  oill,  to  enjoin  them  from  doing 
so,  and  asking  fur  an  account.  They  had  notice  of  it;  but, 
fram  some  accidental  cause,  they  did  not  appear  to  resist  the 
application,  and  an  injunction  was  granted  until  the  further 
order  of  the  court. 

In  a  few  days,  with  the  view  to  he  released  from  it,  Mr. 
Winslow,  in  behalf  of  himself  and  his  associates,  flled  an  afG- 
davit,  with  another  made  by  Thomas  Osgood  and  Israel 
Blanchard.  In  each  of  them,  they  swear  that  the  defendants 
were  not  using  Burden's  invention  in  their  manufacture  of 
hook  or  brad-headed  spikes,  but  that  they  made  them  with 
machinery  altogether  different  in  principle  and  mode  of  oper- 
ation from  that  which  they  were  using  when  Mr.  Burden  sued 
them  in  1842  for  an  infringement  of  his  patent,  and  when  he 
obtained  a  judgment  against  them.  Mr.  Winslow  states,  that 
the  machinery  they  were  then  using,  is  entirely  different  in 
principle  and  operation  from  the  machine  used  by  Burden  in 
making  hook  and  brad-headed  spikes.  Osgood  and  Blanch- 
ard, after  stating  that  they  had  been  in  the  employment  ot 
•2101  ^^^  defendants  'for  several  years,  say  that  they  were 
J  well  acquainted  with  the  process  used  by  the  defend- 
ants in  making  hook-headed  spikes,  and  with  that  which  they 
were  using,  when  the  defendants  were  prosecuted  for  an  in- 
fringement of  Mr.  Burden's  patent,  and  that  they  were  well 
acquainted  with  the  improvement  claimed  to  have  been 
invented  by  Burden;  that  the  machinery  then  used  by  the 
defendants  not  only  differed  from  that  which  they  used  when 
they  were  prosecuted  for  an  infringement  of  Burden's  patent, 
but  also  that  the  process  then  in  use  by  the  defendants,  by 
which  the  hook-head  is  formed,  is  entirely  new  and  different. 
in  principle  and  use,  from  the  bending  lever  described  by 
Burden  in  his  patent.  They  proceed  to  say,  that  Burden's 
patent,  in  their  opinion,  is  in  no  manner  violated  by  the  man- 
ufacture of  hook-headed  spikes  in  the  mode  in  which  they 
are  now  made  by  the  defendants.  The  process  mentioned  by 
them,  and  by  Mr.  Winslow,  is  not  stated  in  their  affidavits- 
What  it  was.  we  do  not  know  with  certainty. 

These  affidavits  show  the  attitude  in  which  the  defendants 
224 
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put  themselves,  on  the  25th  of  November,  1844,  in  the  suit 
then  pending  with  Buideii. 

It  was  this,  that  as  a  defence  against  that  Buit,  they  claimed 
the  right  to  manu&tcture  hook  or  brad-headed  spikes,  by  ma- 
diinery  entirely  differing,  in  principle  and  operatioii,  from 
Burden's  bending  lever  for  the  same  manufacture. 

So  it  continued,  until  the  agreement  of  the  14th  of  October, 
1S4S,  was  made.  Then,  and  the  day  afl«r,  all  of  the  new  pro- 
cesses mentioned  in  the  affidavits  of  Winslow,  Osgood,  and 
Blanohard,  for  making  brad-headed  spikes,  and  snch  ae  axe 
described  in  the  patents  obtained  by  toe  defendants,  were  set 
aside  in  their  factory,  for  Burden's  more  mani^able  and 
efficient  bending  lever. 

This  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  the  agreement.  We 
give  it,  totidem  verbis. 

Agreement,  made  this  fourteenth  day  of  October,  1846, 
between  Henry  Burden  of  the  one  part,  and  Grastus  Corning, 
James  Horner,  and  John  F.  Winslow,  of  the  other  part. 
Whereas,  a  suit  in  now  pending  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  the  Northern  District  of  New  York,  in  favor 
of  the  said  Henry  Burden,  i^inst  the  said  Corning,  Homer, 
and  Winslow,  arising  out  of  the  alleged  violation  and  iiifiinge- 
ment  of  a  patent-rigut,  claimed  by  said  Burden  fur  making  of 
spike,  both  parties  claiming  the  right  to  make  said  spike:  It 
is  now  agreed,  between  tlte  said  partieu,  that  the  said  suit 
shall  be,  and  is  hereby,  discontinued,  each  party  paying  their 
4iwn  costs.  And  it  is  further  f^eed  that  the  said  parties  may 
each  hereafter  manufacture  and  vend  spikes,  of  such  kind  and 
'character  as  they  see  fit,  notwithetanding  their  con-  r»Qt-i 
flicting  claims  to  this  time.  And  the  said  John  F.  1- 
Winslow,  claiming  as  patentee,  to  have  the  right  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  said  Coming,  Horner,  and  himself,  to  manufacture 
tliG  patent  horseshoe.  And  the  said  Henry  Burden  also 
claiming  such  right  exclusively.  It  is  severally  agreed,  by 
said  Corning,  Horner,  and  Winslow,  that  said  Buiden  may 
manufacture  said  patent  horseshoes,  and  that  said  Corning, 
Horner,  and  Winslow,  will  not  manufacture  them.  And  eacn 
party,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  hereby  releases  to  the 
other,  or  others,  all  claim,  demand,  and  cause  of  action,  by 
reason  of  any  violation  of  the  patent-rights  claimed  by  them, 
as  aforesud,  to  the  date  hereof. 

Dated  October  14th,  1845.  H.  Bckden. 

It  contains,  beudes  its  premisas,  whioh  will  be  seen  are 
not  unimportant  for  the  construction  of  it,  four  substantive 
clauses. 

First,  the  discontinuance  of  the  suit  then  pending  between 
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the  parties,  each  party  to  pay  their  own  costs.  Next,  that 
each  party  might,  thereafter,  manufacture  spike  of  euch  kind 
and  character  as  they  see  iit,  Dotwithstanding  their  conflicting 
claims  to  that  time.  Then  the  concession  by  the  defendants 
to  Burden,  that  he  may  manufacture  the  patent  horseshoes, 
and  that  they  will  not  do  so,  though  they  had  claimed  the 
right  to  make  them,  notwithstanding  Burden's  exclueive  claim 
for  that  purpose.  And  this  is  followed  by  releases  by  each 
party  to  the  other,  of  all  claim,  demand,  and  causes  of  action, 
by  reason  of  any  violation  of  the  patent-rights  claimed  by 
them,  as  aforesaid,  to  the  date  hereof. 

The  defendants  contend  that,  in  virtue  of  this  agreement, 
they  have  a  right  to  use  the  Burden  bending  lever,  upon  their 
spike  machines.  That  it  was  made  for  the  settlement  and 
oompromisea  of  all  differences  and  claims  then  existing  be- 
tween themselves  and  Burden,  on  account  of  their  counter 
claims  for  making  patent  horseshoes  and  brad-headed  spike. 
And  that  the  consideration  of  the  agreement  on  their  part, 
was,  that  they  had  given  to  these  appellants  fifteen  hundred 
dollars,  for  an  undivided  half  part  of  a  dock  on  the  Hudson 
River ;  had  conceded  to  them  an  exclusive  privilege  to  make 
patent  horseshoes;  and  that  each  party  had  relinquished  to 
the  other  their  patents  for  making  hook-headed  spikes  by  a 
bending  lever,  so  that  both  might  use  that  of  the  other.  It 
is  further  stated,  by  the  defendants,  that  they  had  fully  per- 
formed their  obligations  of  the  agreement,  and  that  they  had, 
from  the  date  of  it,  used  Burden  s  bending  lever,  in  making 
spike,  with  the  knowledge  of  Burden  and  the  appellants, 
without  any  objection  by  either  of  them. 

From  the  premises  of  the  agreement,  it  appears  that  the 
•2121  ^^^  **"  "^  disooutinued  was  one  which  Burden  had 
-'  brought  against  Corning,  Horner,  and  Winslow,  for  an 
alleged  infrmgement  of  his  patent  for  making  spike,  each 
party  in  the  suit  claiming  the  right  to  do  so.  What  their 
counter  claims  were,  are  not  given  in  the  ^reement.  They 
are,  however,  distinctly  recited  in  the  bill,  and  in  the  answer 
of  the  defendants,  as  they  say  they  existed  at  the  date  of  the 
^reement.  Each  party,  at  that  time,  claimed  a  right  to  make 
brad-headed  spikes  by  different  machines.  Burden's  claim  is 
put  upon  his  patent  for  the  hendii^  lever.  The  defendants 
denied  that  they  had  infringed  it  by  the  machine  which  they 
had  in  use,  and  swear  that  it  was  different,  in  principle  and 
operation,  from  Burden's  patent  bending  lever.  It  is  also 
said  by  them,  in  their  answer,  that  there  were  differences 
between  them  as  to  a  patent  for  making  the  horseshoe.  The 
differences,  however,  on  that  account,  were  never  litigated 
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by  the  partiea,  and  the  subject  U  only  before  us  because  it 
is  metitiuued  iti  the  agreenieut,  and  in  the  auswer  of  tlie 
defendants  in  this  suit. 

Having  ascertained,  from  the  i^eenient  itself,  and  from 
the  pleadings  in  this  suit,  what  were  the  conflicting  claims 
between  the  parties  when  the  agreement  was  made,  we  are 
prepared  to  give  our  construction  to  that  clause  of  it,  froiq 
which  the  defendauts  claim  the  right,  ur  a  license,  to  use  Bur- 
den's bending  lever  for  making  brad-headed  spikes. 

It  is  in  these  words:  "And  it  is  further  agreed,  that  the 
said  parties  may  each  hereafter  manufacture  and  vend  spike 
of  such  kind  and  character  as  they  see  fit,  notwithstanaing 
their  conflicting  claims  to  this  time  " — that  is,  up  to  the  date 
of  the  agreement. 

The  limitation  rs  to  time,  clearly  indicates,  as  the  existing 
liti^tion  between  them  in  the  suit  had  been  the  rights 
claimed  by  both  in  it,  to  manufacture  bra<.1-headed  spike,  with 
a  bending  lever,  operating  differently  in  the  machines  which 
they  were  respectively  using  in  their  factories,  that  each 
thereafter  couta  make  and  vend  them,  notwithstanding  the 
claim  made  by  Burden,  in  his  bill,  that  he  had,  by  his  patent, 
the  exclusive  right  to  make  them.  The  words  are,  "  that  the 
said  parties  may  each  hereafter  manufacture  and  vend  spike, 
of  such  kind  and  character  as  they  see  fit."  Burden  had  ob- 
tained at  law  one  verdict  against  the  defendants,  for  a  viola- 
tion of  his  patent,  and  the  suit  then  pending  was  another, 
which  he  had  brought  in  equity,  to  restrain  the  parties  from 
continuing  the  infruigeuR'nt.  Tliey  deny  that  the  judgment 
against  them,  in  the  suit  at  law,  had  settled  the  validity  of 
Burden's  patent.  That  that  question  was  still  o[)en  in  the 
second  suit,  as  they  say  it  is  in  this,  the  third  suit ;  but  in  no 
one  of  them  did  they  ever  claim  the  right  "to  use  Bur-  r.niq 
den'a  invention  as  such,  or  as  they  now  claim  to  do,  L 
under  the  agreement,  but  they  claimed,  in  all  of  them,  only  a 
right  to  make  brad-headed  spikes,  by  machinery  which  was 
different,  in  principle  and  operation,  from  Burden's  patent. 
When  the  parties  were  adjusting  a  compromise  of  the  second 
suit,  and  up  to  the  time  when  it  was  done,  Burden  liad 
claimed  an  exclusive  right,  from  his  patent,  to  make  brad- 
headed  spike  with  a  bending  lever.  The  defendants  claimed 
also  that  right,  and  it  was  because  they  exercised  it,  that 
Burden  sued  them  for  an  infringement  of  his  patent.  Both 
parties  were  making  brad-headed  spike;  Burden,  under  an 
unquestioned  right,  growing  out  of  his  patent;  the  defend- 
ants under  a  controvertible  claim,  which  tne  suit  was  brought 
to   settle  judicially.      They  had  already  almost  obtaineu  a 
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monopoly  for  the  supply  of  such  epike  for  the  railroads  of  the 
eountiy.  It  was  with  tae  hope  of  doing  so  entirely,  and  with 
the  expectation  of  dividing  the  spike  business  of  the  United 
States  between  them,  notwithstanding  the  threatening  com- 
petition of  other  persons,  who  claimed  the  right  to  make 
brad-headed  spike,  and  were  making  them  with  a  bending 
lever,  that  Mr.  Burden  and  these  defendants  were  induced  to 
compromise  their  litigation.  It  was  a.  mere  matter  of 
interest,  which  actuated  them,  witliout  any  other  sympathies 
between  them  than  the  disinclination  of  all  persons  to  have 
the  relations  of  social  life  and  of  business  broken  up  by  pro- 
tracted litigation.  But  each  party,  business-like,  alive  to  his 
own  interest,  did  not  mean  to  make  any  sacriBce  to  the  other, 
except  such  as  their  common  object  might  require ;  that  was, 
to  drive  all  others  out  of  the  brad-headed  spike  trade.  Bur- 
den had  obtained  one  verdict  against  the  defendants,  for  in- 
fringing his  patent.  He  was  suing  them  for  doing  so  again, 
and  had  obtained  no  injunction  niti,  to  restrain  them  from 
continuing  it.  They  continued  to  make  spike  with  a  machine, 
alleging  it  to  he  no  infringement  of  their  competitor's  patent. 
That  was  the  point  of  controversy.  It  was  believed,  by  both 
of  them,  that  their  common  interest  required  a  relinquish- 
ment of  it  by  Mr.  Burden,  and  he  made  it,  intending  that 
each  might  thereafter  make  brad-headed  spike  himself,  as  he 
had  a  right  to  do,  from  his  patent,  and  the  defendants,  as 
they  represented  themselves  to  be  doing,  by  the  machine 
which  they  swear  was  different,  in  principle  and  operation, 
from  his,  and  no  infringement  of  it.  Brad-headed  spike 
could  he  made  with  either  of  tliem,  and  that  being  the  case, 
it  was  agreed  that  each  might  thereafter  manufacture  and 
vend  spike  of  such  kind  ana  character  as  they  might  "  see 
fit"  to  do. 

It  was  admitted,  in  the  argument  of  this  case,  and  had  it 
not  been,  it  is  certain  that  the  agreement  of  October  14, 
*2141  '^^'^^'  *does  not,  in  terms,  give  to  the  defendants  the 
■I  right  to  use  the  machines  patented  by  Burden  in  1840. 
But,  it  h  said,  it  does  give  that  right  by  implication ;  that 
such  was  the  understanding  and  intention.  And  that  is  in- 
ferred from  matters  in  the  ^reement  and  from  a  circum- 
ataiice  out  of  it,  which  are  said  to  determine  its  construction 
in  favor  of  the  claim  made  by  the  defendants  to  use  Burden's 
patent.     We  proceed  to  examine  it. 


In  the  agreement  it  is  said,  "  Each  party  in  consideration 
of  the  premises,  releases  to  the  other  all  claim,  demand,  and 
cause  of  action,  by  reasou  of  any  vioUtion  of  t^e  patent-righta 
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claimed  by  them,  as  aforesaid,  to  the  date  hereof."    Those 
are  its  words. 

By  the  premises,  of  course,  in  its  use  here,  is  meant  all  of 
the  deed  which  precedes  the  releases,  making  every  part  or 
clause  the  consideration  for  which  the  releases  are  given. 
The  release  is  a  relinquishment  by  both  parties  of  all  claim, 
demand,  and  cause  of  action,  for  the  violation  of  patent- 
rtghte  claimed  by  them,  to  that  date.  It  is  imperfectly  ex- 
pressed, as  to  the  subjectr-matters  in  controversy,  which  were 
then  to  be  compromised  as  they  appear  in  the  Buit.  That 
such  was  the  intention,  appears  from  the  langu^^  of  the  re- 
lease, it  being  from  any  violation  of  the  patent-rights  claimed 
by  them.  The  defendants  never  chained  Burden  with  any 
violation  of  any  patent  of  theirs  in  their  pleadings.  They 
make  but  two  claims  :  The  first,  that  they  had  as  good  a  right 
to  make  brad-headed  spikes  as  Burden  had,  notwithstanding 
his  suit  against  them  for  infringing  his  patent ;  and,  as 
patentee,  that  they  had  the  right  to  manufacture  the  patent 
horseshoe,  against  the  exclusive  claim  of  Burden,  under 
his  patent,  to  make  them.  Now,  though  the  release,  as  it  is 
expressed,  may  imply  that  there  had  been  between  the  parties 
other  claims  than  such  as  we  find  in  the  suit  and  in  the 
agreement,  we  think  the  words  in  the  release,  "  claimed  by 
them,  as  aforesaid,"  fix  its  meaning  to  what  is  expressed. 
And  if  this  was  not  so,  we  should  say,  without  these  words, 
"claimed  by  them,  as  aforesaid,"  that  the  general  words 
would  be  restrained  by  the  particular  occasion  of  using  them ; 
and  that  its  meaning  is,  that  Burden  releases  to  the  defend- 
ants, for  the  considerations  of  the  agreement,  all  claim  and 
causes  of  action  up  to  that  date,  for  any  violation  of  his 
patent  rights  for  the  horseshoe  and  bending  lever,  for  which 
they  asserted  a  claim  as  well  as  himself.  T.  Raym.,  399;  8 
Mod.,  277 ;  1  Lev.,  235 ;  8  Id.,  278 ;  2  Show.,  47. 

Besides,  the  releases  being  operative  only  up  to  that  date, 
it  is  very  difficult  to  admit  that  it  was  meant  to  provide  pro- 
spectively for  the  defendants  to  use  a  particular  machine,  for 
any  *previou9  violation  for  which  they  were  then  to  ranis 
be  released.  It  is  a  bar  to  any  right  of  action  for  the  '- 
past  for  the  causes  stated,  and  not  a  limitation  upon  the 
releases  for  any  thing  of  a  like  kind  which  may  be  done  there- 
after. 

But  it  was  also  urged,  that  the  righta  of  the  defendants, 
under  the  agreement,  to  use  Burdens  bending  lever,  might 
be  inferred  from  their  i-elinquiahment  to  the  appellant  of  their 
right  to  make  the  horseshoe.  Tlie  proofs  in  the  case  dis- 
cloee,  that  Burden  had  obtained,  in  November,  18S5,  a  patent 
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for  a  Dew  and  useful  improvetnent  in  the  machine  for  making 
horseshoes,  and  that  he  also  patented  another  improvement 
upon  that  in  1843.  In  May,  1844,  Mr.  Horner  and  Mr. 
Winaiow  bought  from  Elisha  ToUes  and  Nathaniel  B.  Gaylord, 
for  $1,000,  a  patent  for  making  or  bending  horseshoes, 
claimed  by  Tolies  as  his  invention,  of  which  Gaylord  became 
the  owner  of  an  undivided  half,  by  assignment  from  ToUes, 
before  the  latter  obtained  his  patent,  in  1834.  In  the  agree- 
ment for  the  purchase  it  is  recited  that,  the  patent  having 
been  lost,  a  new  patent  was  issued  to  Tolies,  in  May,  1844. 
The  view  taken  by  Winslow  and  Homer  of  their  purchase  of 
that  patent  is  shown  by  covenants  in  the  agreement.  It  is 
that,  in  case  it  shall  at  any  time  appear,  by  the  decision  of 
any  court  having  competent  jurisdiction,  that  the  patents  con- 
veyed to  Winslow  and  Horner  were  not  valid  and  effectual 
to  secure  to  them  the  exclusive  privileges  thereby  granted, 
whether  for  the  reason  that  Tolies  was  not  the  original  in- 
ventor of  the  machine,  or  otherwise,  then,  that  the  purchase- 
money  was  to  be  returned  to  Horner  and  Winslow,  with 
interest  from  the  time  it  was  received,  both  Tolies  and  Gay- 
lord being  only  responsible  for  the  portions  of  the  monev  that 
they  might  receive,  Gaylord  guaranteeing  to  the  purcfiasers 
one  hundred  dollars  of  the  tnree  hundred  and  seventy-five 
dollai-8,  which  it  appears  he  did  receive  from  Mr.  Winslow, 
Gaylord  having,  on  the  same  day,  received  from  him  six  hun- 
dred and  seventy-five  dollars.  Such  was  the  claim  of  the 
defendants  for  a  patent  for  bendiug  horseshoes,  and  no  more. 
The  defendants  had  the  right  to  buy  such  a  patent  with  an 
undertaking  to  pay  the  expenses  of  a  law  suit,  if  they  pleased 
to  do  so.  And  they  had  a  right  to  use  the  patent  wliich  they 
bought,  if  it  had  really  been  obtained,  and  was  not  an  in- 
fringement of  another  patent.  But,  having  shown  their  own 
apprehension  of  its  invalidity,  and  provided  tiiat  they  were  to 
lose  nothing  by  it,  in  case  it  should  prove  to  be  the  right, 
which  they  asserted  under  it  in  the  agreement  of  14th  Octo- 
ber, 1845,  can  only  be  viewed  b}'  us  as  a  relinquishment  of  a 
very  doubtful  claim  to  make  the  patent  horseshoe,  to  the  ex- 
clusive claim  made  by  Burden,  to  make  them  under  his 
patent,  which  formed  an  inducement  with  the  latter  to  enter 
■21fil  '"'^  ^^^  release  contained  *in  that  f^eement.  As  to 
J  the  circumstance  out  of  the  agreement,  upon  which  the 
defendants  state  formed  in  fact  the  consideration,  it  is  only 
necessaiT  to  say,  it  sufficiently  appears  that  the  undivided 
half  of  the  dock,  which  they  bought  from  the  appellants,  was 
fully  worth  the  sum  paid  for  it  -mies  the  purcbaae  was  made, 
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and,  therefore,  the  price  giveu  cannot  be  a  consideration  for 
any  thing  else. 

We  have  so  fiir  conatrued  the  agreement  from  what  is  ex- 
pressed in  it,  in  connection  with  the  claims  made  by  the 
parties  in  the  suit  which  Burden  agreed  to  discontinue. 
There  are  other  reasons  which  would  nring  us  to  the  same 
conclusion. 

Though  no  form  has  been  prescribed,  either  for  assign- 
ments of  patents  or  for  licenses  to  use  them,  we  have  judicial 
decisions  concerning  both  which  are  to  determine  what  lan- 
m^e  will  make  either,  and  how  they  are  to  be  distinguished 
rom  each  other.     The  clause  of  the  agreement  from  which 
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the  defendants  wish  it  to  be  inferred  that  they  have  the  right 
to  use  Burden's  bending  lever,  gives  nothing  definitely.  The 
claim  made  by  tliem  in  their  answer  is  uncertain.  It  is  diffi- 
cult to  distinguish  whether  they  mean  to  claim  by  assignment 
or  by  a  license ;  and  when  it  was  urged,  in  the  argument,  that 
they  did  so  by  license,  it  was  equally  uncertain  whether  they 
did  so  upon  a  claim  which  they  might  assign  or  use  for 
others  who  might  become  owners  in  their  factory,  or  which 
they  could  only  personally  use  without  being  transmissible 
by  them  to  others.  The  difference  is  well  understood.  A 
mere  license  to  a  party,  without  having  his  assigns  or  equiva- 
lent words  to  them,  showing  that  it  was  meant  to  be  assigna- 
ble, is  only  the  grant  of  a  personal  power  to  the  licensees,  and 
is  not  transferable  by  him  to  another.  Curtis  on  Pat.,  §  198; 
2  Story,  525,  554.  It  is  true  that,  in  the  argument,  the  claim 
was  for  a  license  to  use  Burden's  bending  lever ;  but  to  what 
extent,  or  where,  or  for  what  time,  was  not  said ;  nor  can  it 
be  collected  from  their  answer.  Such  uncertainties  we  can- 
not affirm  of  an  agreement  which  definitely  states  what  they 
may  do.  Further,  we  cannot  adopt  the  construction  of  the 
agreement  contended  for  by  the  defendants,  because  they 
gave  no  such  consideration  for  such  an  interest  in  Burden's 
patent.  We  do  not  say  au  inadequate  one,  but  no  considera- 
tion. We  can  find  none  in  the  agreement,  nor  any  in  what 
is  said  in  their  answer  to  have  been  a  consideration.  It  haa 
already  been  shown,  that  the  dock  bought  by  them  from  the 
appellants  could  not  have  been  any  pfut  of  a  consideration, 
because  the  proofs  in  the  cause  show  that  their  use  of  it  is  a 
convenience  in  their  business,  and  that  the  interest  which 
they  acquired  in  that  property  was  fully  worth  the  price 
given  by  them  for  it.  In  addition  to  what  has  already  been 
said  'concerning  the  relinquishment  of  the  horseshoe  raoiir 
manufacture,  or  that  Burden  might  manufacture  them,  ^ 
and  that  they  would  not,  we  cannot  see  how  that,  as  a  part 
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of  the  agreement,  can  be  made  by  any  implication  to  meau 
more  than  this, — that  it  was  a  surrender  to  the  exclusive 
claim  of  Burden  to  inalEe  them  of  a  very  equivocal  right  upon 
their  part  to  do  so,  for  the  discontinuance  of  the  peamug 
suit,  for  the  allowance  to  them  to  make  brad-hqaded  spike, 
which  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  suit  to  prevent,  and  for  the 
releases,  mutually  given  against  any  future  claim  for  past 
violations  of  the  patent-rights  claimed  by  tham  in  their  plead- 
ings. We  think,  from  the  agreement,  that  such  was  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  it,  notwithstanding  the  declaration 
of  the  defendants  that  it  was  otherwise.  We  do  so,  because 
there  is  no  proof  of  it  in  the  case,  and  because  it  is  not  per- 
mitted to  a  party  to  control  a  written  agreement  by  parol 
testimony  of  declarations  or  conversation,  at  the  time  it  was 
completed  or  before,  which  would  contradict,  add  to,  or  alter 
the  written  f^eement,  either  in  the  case  of  a  latent  or  patent 
ambiguity,  though  in  either,  collateral  facts,  and  the  circum- 
stances in  which  the  parties  were  placed  when  the  agreement 
was  made,  may  be  given  in  evidence.  In  the  first  case,  to 
itsoertain  something  extrinsic  or  matter  out  of  the  instrument 
where  there  is  no  ambiguity  from  the  language  of  it,  and  in 
the  other  when,  from  defective  terms,  the  intention  of  the 
parties  may  not  be  collected  from  them.  In  this  agreement, 
we  can  see  no  such  ambiguity  of  expression  to  make  it 
doubtful,  or  any  thing  extrinsic  connected  with  it  to  make  it 
uncertain. 

The  proo&  in  this  case  disclose,  that  Burden's  bending 
lever  is  a  valuable  invention.  So  much  so,  that  the  appel- 
lants gave  to  him  for  the  assignment  of  it,  with  its  improve- 
ments, and  for  the  assignment  of  the  horseshoe  patent,  thirty 
per  cent,  upon  the  uet  gains  of  the  manufacture  of  both, 
with  a  like  interest  in  the  value  of  all  the  machinery  of  both 
which  might  be  on  hand  when  the  contract  shall  be  at  au  end 
— and  with  the  same  interest  in  all  the  real  estate,  the  addi- 
tions and  improvements  of  it,  which  shall  be  bought  and 
made  out  of  the  eamings  of  the  assigned  machinery,  with 
this  farther  stipulation  upon  the  part  of  the  appellant,  that 
his  interest,  as  they  have  been  stated,  should  commence  six 
months  before  the  date  of  hia  assignments.  With  such  ad- 
vantages, it  cannot  be  supposed  that  it  was  understood  by 
the  parties  to  the  agreement  of  14th  October,  1845,  that  Bur- 
den meant  to  put  a  rival  establishment  in  possession  of  on 
interest  in  his  patent  equal  to  that  of  the  appellants,  for 
making  brad-beaded  spike,  and  that  for  nothing. 

Before  concluding^,  we  will  remark,  that  there  is  no  proof 
is.  the  cause  to  maintain  the  averment  in  the  answer  of  the 


DECEMBER   TERM,    1852. 


'defeiickntB,  that  they  used  the  bending  lever  of  Bur-  r».jiu 
den  with  his  knowledge  and  that  of  the  appellants,  '-  ~ 
from  the  date  of  the  agreement  until  the  suit  was  brought, 
without  any  objection  or  oomplaint  from  either  of  them. 

In  every  point  of  view  which  we  can  take  of  this  case,  we 
think  that  the  defendants  have  infringed  the  patent  for  mak- 
ing hook  or  brad-headed  spike  with  Burden's  bending  lever. 
We  shall  direct  the  decree  of  the  court  below  to  be  reversed, 
and  shall  order  a  perpetual  iojunctiou  to  enjoiu  the  defend- 
ants from  using  the  machine  with  Burden's  bending  lever  in 
the  manufacture  of  brad-headed  spike,  and  shall  remand  the 
case  to  the  court  below,  with  directions  for  an  account  to  be 
taken  as  is  prayed  for  by  the  appellants. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY,  and  Mr.  Justice  NELSON 
dissented. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Northern  District  of  New  York,  and  was  ai^ed  by  counsel. 
On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged, 
and  decreed  by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  said  Circuit 
Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed, 
with  costs,  and  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
remanded  to  the  said  Circuit  Court,  with  instructions  to  en- 
join the  defendants  per[)etually  from  using  the  improved 
machinery  with  the  bending  lever  for  making  hook  and  brad- 
headed  spikes,  patented  to  Henry  Burden,  the  2d  September, 
1840,  and  assigned  to  the  complainant  as  set  forth  in  com- 
plainant's bill,  and  to  enter  a  decree  in  tayoT  of  the  com- 
plainants, for  the  use  and  profits  thereof,  upon  an  account  to 
be  stated  by  a  master,  under  the  direction  of  the  said  Circuit 
Court,  as  is  prayed  for  by  the  complainant,  and  for  such 
further  proceedings  to  be  had  therein  in  conformity  to  the 
opinion  of  this  court,  as  to  law  and  justice  may  appertain. 


HoBAOB   C.   SiLSBY,   Wasbbubk  Racs.  Abel    Downs, 
Hbnbt  Hbbbiok,  AMD  Chablbs  D.  Thompson,  o.  Rusha 
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opening  addreu.  Th«  court  ordered  another  Juror  to  be  sworn,  and  pro- 
ceeded with  the  trial.  The  defendant  cannot  object  lo  this.  Il  it  tlie  prac- 
tice in  New  York,  and  the  Circuit  Court  had  a  right  to  follow  it. 

■fifin  "^6  court  liBviog  erroneoual;  refuted  to  allow  thi-  plaintiff  to  offer  a 
-1  paper  in  evidence  ai  a  disclaimer  of  part  of  a  piiteiil,  aflerwarda 
refused  to  allow  the  defendants  to  offer  the  same  paper  In  evidence  for  the 
purpose  of  prejudicing  the  plaintiffs'  right*.  This  lajt  refusal  was  correct. 
The  reason  given  was  erroneous,  but  Ihu  is  not  a  sufficient  cause  for  revers- 
ing the  Judgment. 

The  count  of  the  United  Statea  bave  not  the  power  to  order  a  non-euil  against 
the  wishes  of  the  plaJntiS.' 

Under  a  notice  given  b;  the  defendant,  that  the  invention  claimed  b;  the 
plaintiff  was  deacribed  in  Ure's  Dictionarj'  of  Arts,  Manufactures,  and  Mines, 
and  had  been  used  hy  Andrew  Ure,  of  London,  it  was  not  competent  to  give 
in  evidence  a  very  large  book.  The  place  in  the  book  should  have  been 
specifl^d. 

Nor,  under  the  notice,  was  the  book  competent  evidence  that  Andrew  Ure,  of 
London,  hod  a  prior  knowledge  of  the  thing  patented.  The  notice  doe*  not 
state  the  place  where  the  some  was  used. 

One  of  the  speciflcations  of  the  patent  being  for  a  combination  of  certain  parts 
of  mechanism  necessary  to  produce  the  desired  result,  it  w««  proper  tot  the 
court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  defendants  had  not  infringed  the  patent, 
unless  they  had  used  all  the  parts  embraced  in  the  plaintiffs'  combination; 
and  the  jury  were  to  find  what  those  parts  were,  and  whether  the  defendants 
had  usud  them.' 

When  a  claim  does  not  point  out  and  designate  the  particular  elements  which 
compose  a  combination,  but  only  declares,  as  it  properly  may,  that  the  com- 
bination is  made  up  of  so  much  of  Che  described  machinery  as  effects  a 
particular  result,  it  is  a  question  of  fact  which  of  the  descrilted  parts  essen- 
tial to  produce  that  result,  and  to  this  extent,  not  the  construction  of  the 
claim,  strictly  speaking,  but  itie  application  of  the  claim,  should  be  left  to 
the  Jury. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District 
of  New  York.* 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Setoard,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error, 
and  by  Mr.  Foote,  in  proper  person,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Mr,  Justice  CURTIS  dehvered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
This  13  an  action  on  the  case  for  the  violation  of  a  patent- 

1  Cited.       CusCs    v.    Btdlard,    23  v.   Hatch,   Id.,  482.    And   in   such  a 

How.,   1$3.     S.  P.    Carr  v.    Gait,  'i  case  the  plaintiff  cannot  invoke  tlie 

Woodb.  &  M,  88;  Biiucica,tdt  v.  R/x,  doctrine  of  mechanical  equivalents. 

6  Blatchf.,  87.  Bob>rtt    v.    ffarndea,   2    Cliff.,  600; 

*  S.  P.    McCoTBtadc   V.    Talcott,    20  Crompton    v.    Brllcnap    Milh,   3    Fish. 

How.,    402 ;      Vance   v.    CampbeU,    1  Pat.  Cos.,  636 ;  Tompkins  v.  Gage,  r. 

Black,  427 ;  £am>»v.  GtrnJ/rey,!  Wall.,  Blatchf.,  268.     But  the   omission   of 

78;  BriMJrs  V.  J«nil-iiu,  3  McLeao,  432 ;  an   incidental   and   unimportant  fea- 

Pim  V.  Wfixplr,  6  Id.,  668 ;  Latta  v.  ture,  all  the  others  being  used,  will 

Shaiek,  1  Fish.  Pat.  Cas.,  466;  Lee  v.  not   shield   the  dcfcniiant   from   the 

Blandy,  2  Id..  B!):   Howe  v.  Abbalt,  2  claim   of   infringement.      Coneimr   v. 

Story,  190;  Gooil^fur  v.  A>rry,  3 Fish.  I>ohrin<in,6  Blatchf .,  00. 
Pat.  Caa.,  430 ;  .WichoUan  Pavement  Co.        *  Reported  below,  1  Blatchf.,  446. 
2S4 
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right  ^I'aiited  to  the  defendHnt  in  error  oii  the  26th  day  of 
May,  1842,  for  "a  new  and  useful  improvement  in  regulating 
the  draft  of  stoves."  On  the  trial  in  the  Circuit  Court  for 
the  Northern  District  of  New  York,  the  defendants  took  ex- 
ceptions to  the  rulings  of  the  District  Judge,  who  presided 
at  the  trial,  and  have  brought  the  case  here  by  a  writ  of 
error. 

The  first  exception  shows  the  following  facts :  After  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  had  begun  hie  opening  address  to  the 
jury,  a  juror  became  ill,  applied  to  the  court  to  be  discharged, 
and  was  discharged  from  the  panel  on  account  of  physical 
inability  to  sit  on  the  residue  of  the  trial.  Thereupon  the 
court  ordered  another  juror  to  be  draven  and  sworn,  and  the 
panel  being  thus  full,  the  trial  proceeded,  and  the  plaintiffs' 
counsel  concluded  his  address.  Tlie  plaintifiF  assented  to  this 
proceeding:  the  defendant  objected,  and  excepted  to  the 
order  of  tne  court. 

We  thmk  it  was  not  erroneous  for  the  presiding  Judge  to 
treat  the  physical  inability  of  the  juror  as  simply  creating  a 
vacancy  on  the  panel,  and  proceeding  to  lill  it  in  the  usual 
way  by  'having  a  twelfth  juror  drawn  and  sworn,  r^oon 
We  underBtand  it  to  have  been  the  practice  of  the  *- 
courts  of  the  State  of  New  York  so  to  treat  such  a  with- 
drawal of  a  juror,  when  the  presiding  Judge  in  his  discretion 
has  thought  proper  to  do  so,  and  undertheactof  July  20, 1840, 
(5  Stat,  at  L.,  394,)  the  Circuit  Court  might  properly  con- 
form to  that  practice.  Of  course  it  must  be  confined  to  cases 
like  the  present,  in  which  it  is  apparent  the  party  objecting 
received  no  injurj'.  The  defendant  cannot  be  supposed  to 
have  been  prejudiced  by  the  failure  of  the  twelfth  juror  to 
hear  a  part  of  the  opening  ai^ument  for  the  plaintiff,  no  evi- 
dence having  been  given,  and  he  did  not  make  known  to  the 
court  that  he  desired  to  attempt  to  exercise  any  right  of 
challenge  of  the  other  eleven  jurors,  to  which  he  might  have 
been  restored  if  any  cause  existed,  and  the  panel  had  been 
treated  as  broken  up.  Jlex  v.  Edward»,  4  Taunt,  309; 
Green  v.  Norvllle,  8  Hill  (S.  C),  262.  In  such  a  case  we 
think  it  rested  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  whether  the 
withdrawal  of  a  juror  should  be  treated  simply  as  occasion- 
ing a  vacancy  on  a  still  existing  panel,  or  as  breaking  up  the 
panel  altogether,  and  it  being  a  matter  of  discretion,  no  error 
could  be  assigned  upon  it,  even  if  there  were  reason  to  be- 
lieve, what  in  this  case  there  ia  not,  that  the  discretion  was 
not  *visely  exercised. 

The  next  exception  was  to  the  refusal  of  the  Judge  to 
allow  the  defendant  to  put  in  evidence  to  the  juir  an  indorse' 
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ment  on  the  origiaal  lettei's-patent.  The  plaintiff  had  pre- 
viously offered  in  evidence  a  duly  certified  copy  of  the  fol- 
lowing disclaimer. 

To  the  Commissiooer  of    Patents,  the  petition  of    Elisba 

Foote,  of  Seneca  Falls,  in  the  county  of  Seneca,  and  State 

of  New  York,  respectfully  represents : 

That  your  petitioner  obtained  letters-patent  of  the  United 
States  for  an  improvement  in  regulating  the  draught  of  stoves, 
which  letters-patent  are  dated  on  the  26tb  day  of  May,  1842. 
That  he  has  reason  to  believe  that,  through  inadvertence  and 
mistake,  the  claim  made  in  the  specification  of  said  letters- 
patent,  ill  the  following  words,  to  wit :  "  What  I  claim  as  my 
invention  and  desire  to  secure  by  letters-patent,  is  the  appli- 
cation of  the  expansive  and  contracting  power  of  a  metallic 
rod,  by  different  degrees  of  heat,  to  open  and  close  a  damper 
which  governs  the  admiRsion  of  air  into  a  stove,  or  other 
structure  in  which  it  may  be  used,  by  which  a  more  perfect 
control  over  the  heat  is  obtained  than  can  be  by  a  damper  in 
the  fine,"  is  too  broad,  including  that  of  which  your  petitioner 
was  not  the  first  inventor. 

Your  petitioner,  therefore,  hereby  enters  his  disclaimer  to 
so  much  of  said  claim  as  extends  the  application  of  the  ex- 
pansive and  contracting  power  of  a  metallic  rod,  by  different 
•2211  "^^S"^^®^  '^^  "heat,  to  any  other  use  or  purpose  than 
J  that  of  regulating  the  heat  of  a  stove,  in  which  snch 
rod  shall  be  acted  upon  directly  by  the  heat  of  the  stove  or 
the  fire  which  it  contains;  such  disclaimer  is  to  operate  to 
the  extent  of  the  interest  in  said  letters-patent  vested  in  your 
petitioner,  who  has  paid  ten  dollars  into  the  treasury  of  the 
United  States,  agreeably  to  the  act  of  Confess  in  that  case 
made  and  proviifod.  Elisha  Foote. 

Witnesses— Morris  Newton,  Edwin  L.  Baltink. 

The  defendants  objected  upon  the  ground  that  the  instru- 
ment did  not  state  '^  the  extent  of  his  interest  in  such  patent." 
6  Stat,  at  L.,  198,  §  7.  The  court  sustained  the  objection, 
and  refused  to  permit  the  instrument  to  be  read  by  the  plain- 
tiff as  a  disclaimer.  At  a  subsequent  stage  of  the  trial  the 
defendant  offered  to  read  to  the  jury  a  copy  of  this  instrument 
indorsed  on  the  original  letters-patent,  not  as  a  disclaimer 
under  the  act  of  Congress  above  referred  to,  but  as  a  confes- 
sion by  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  not  the  original  and  first 
inventor  of  a  part  of  the  thing  patented.  The  plaintiff 
objected,  because  the  indorsement  nn  the  letters-patent  was 
not  in  his  handwriting,  nor  signed  by  him,  and  the  defendanta 
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had  already  caused  a  duly  certified  copy  of  the  same  inBtru- 
meiit  to  be  rejected.     The  court  sustaiued  the  objection. 

We  are  of  opioiou  the  court  erred  in  not  allowing  the  plain- 
tiff to  put  thin  iuiiti'uineiit  iu  evidence  as  &  disclaimer,  under 
the  7th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887.  5  Stat,  at  L.,  193. 
This  section  authorizes  not  only  the  patentee,  but  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  whether  of  the  whole  or  of 
a  sectional  interest  iu  the  patent,  to  make  disclaimer, "  stating 
therein  the  extent  of  his  interestin  such  patent."  This  instru- 
ment states  that  the  plaintiff  was  himself  the  patentee,  and 
having  thus  shown  a  grant  to  himself  of  the  whole  interest, 
it  is  silent  respecting  a  transfer  of  any  part  of  it.  The  fair 
implication  is  that  he  still  owns  the  whole ;  and  this  implication 
is  sufficient  without  an  express  declaration  that  he  bad  parted 
with  no  interest.  It  has  oeen  argued  that  the  words  "such 
disclaimer  is  to  operate  to  the  extent  of  the  interest  vested  in 
your  petitioner,"  imply  that  he  had  not  the  whole  title.  But 
the  interest  previously  described  as  vested  in  him  was  the 
entire  title  as  patentee,  and  this  reference  to  thut  interest, 
accompanied  by  a  declaration  that  the  disclaimei'  was  intended 
to  operate  upon  it  to  its  whole  extent,  strengthens,  rather 
than  weakens  the  implication  that  he  owned  the  whole  patent. 
This  being  so,  it  follows,  that  when  the  defendants  offered  to 
put  a  copy  of  the  instrument  in  evidence,  not  as  a  disclaimer, 
out  as  a  confession  of  the  defendant,  to  jirejudice  his  rights, 
it  was  properly  rejected.  It  is  true  the  rejection  of  the  evi- 
dence was  placed  on  a  HifFerent  •ground  by  the  Judge  raoog 
below.  But  if  the  defendants  were  not  deprived  of  '^  " 
any  right  by  the  rejection  of  the  evidence,  it  is  not  cause  for 
reversing  the  judgment  that  an  erroneous  reason  was  given 
for  rejecting  it ;  and  they  were  not  deprived  of  any  ri^t,  if 
the  paper  was  not  legal  evidence  upon  the  particular  point 
for  which  alone  it  was  offered,  or  if  its  reception,  accompanied 
by  proper  instructions  to  the  jury  concerning  its  legal  effect, 
must  necessarily  have  assisted  the  opposite  party. 

The  next  exception  is  to  the  refusal  of  the  Judge  to  order 
a  nonsuit.  But,  as  it  has  been  repeatedly  decided  that  the 
courts  of  the  United  States  have  no  power  to  order  a  peremj)- 
tory  noneuit,  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  examine  the  groundu  of  the  motion.  Doe  v.  Q-rymeg 
et  al,  1  Pet.,  469 ;  D'  Wolf  v.  Rahaud  et  at.,  1  Pet.,  476 ; 
Crane  v.  Mbrrit  et  al.,  6  Pet.,  598. 

In  the  coui-se  of  the  trial,  the  defendants  ofiered  to  put  in 
evidence  two  articles  contained  in  Ure's  Dictionary  of  Arts. 
Manufactures,  and  Mines,  to  prove  that  the  patent  declared 
on  was  not  valid.    The  plaintiff  objected,  and  the  evidence 
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wae  excluded.  It  h  incumbent  on  the  defendants  to  show 
their  right  to  introduce  this  evidence.  To  do  so,  they  rely 
on  the  fifteenth  section  of  the  act  of  July  4tb,  1836.  5  Stat, 
at  Large,  123.  This  section  enables  the  defendant,  in  any 
action  on  the  case  founded  on  letters-patent,  to  give  in  evi- 
dence, under  the  general  issue,  any  special  matter  of  which 
notice  in  writing  may  have  been  given  to  the  plaintiff,  or  his 
attorney,  thirirv  days  before  the  tnal,  tending  to  prove  among 
other  things,  that  the  patentee  was  not  the  original  and  first 
inventor  of  the  thing  patented,  or  of  some  substantial  and 
material  part  thereof  claimed  as  new,  or  that  it  had  been 
described  in  some  public  work  anterior  to  the  supposed  dis- 
covery thereof  by  the  patentee ;  and  whenever  the  defendant 
relies,  in  his  defence,  on  the  fact  of  a  previous  invention, 
knowledge,  or  use  of  the  thing  patented,  he  is  required  to 
state,  in  bis  notice  of  special  matter,  the  names  and  places  of 
residence  of  those  whom  he  intends  to  prove  possessed  a  prior 
knowledge  of  the  thing,  and  where  the  same  had  been  used.' 
The  notice  given  in  this  caae  was  as  follows: 

"  The  patentee  was  not  the  original  and  first  inventor  or 
discoverer  of  a  substantial  and  material  part  thereof,  claimed 
as  new.  That  it  had  been  described  in  a  public  work,  called 
'  Ure's  Dictionary  of  Arts,  Manufactures,  and  Mines,'  anterior 
to  the  supposed  invention  thereof  by  the  patentee ;  and  also, 
had  been  in  public  use  and  known  before  that  time,  and  used 
by  Andrew  Ure  of  London,  the  late  M.  Bonnemair,  of  Paris, 
and  Georee  H.  McClary,  of  Seneca  Falls,  New  York." 

Ure's  Dictionary  contains  upwards  of  thirteen  hundred 
"2231  P'*S®8.  *aTid  the  articles  which  the  defendants  offered 
J  to  read  were  entitled  "Thermostad"  and  "Heat  Regu- 
lator," The  first  question  is,  whether  this  was  a  sufficient 
notice  of  the  special  matter,  tending  to  prove  that  the  thing 
patented,  or  some  substantial  part  thereof,  claimed  as  new, 
had  been  described  in  a  printed  publication.  We  are  of 
opinion  it  was  not.  The  act  does  not  attempt  to  prescribe 
the  particulai'S  whicii  such  a  notice  shall  contain.  It  simply 
requires  notice.  But  the  least  effect  which  can  he  allowed 
to  this  requirement  is,  that  the  notice  sliould  be  so  full  and 
particular  as  reasonably  to  answer  the  end  in  view.  This 
end  was  not  merely  to  put  the  patentee  on  inquir}%  but  to 
relieve  him  from  the  necessity  of  making  useless  inquiries 
and  researches,  and  enable  him  to  fix  with  precision  upon 
what  is  relied  on  by  the  defendants,  and  to  prepare  himself 
to  meet  it  at  the  trial.     This  highly  salutary  object  should  be 

>  Cited.     Btanchard  t.  Putnam,  8  Wall.,  428. 
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kept  in  view,  and  a  correspondiiig  disclosure  exacted  from 
the  defendant  of  all  those  particulars  which  he  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  know,  and  which  he  may  safely  be  required  to  state, 
without  exposing  him  to  any  risk  of  losing  his  rights.  Less 
than  this  would  not  be  reasonable  notice,  and,  therefore, 
would  not  be  such  a  notice  as  the  act  must  be  presumed  to 
have  intended. 

Now,  we  do  not  perceive  that  the  defendants  would  be 
exposed  to  the  riek  of  losing  any  right,  by  requiring  them  to 
indicate,  in  their  notice,  what  particular  things,  described  in 
the  printed  publication,  they  intended  to  aver  were  substan- 
tially the  same  as  the  thing  patented.  This  they  might  have 
done,  either  by  reference  to  p^es,  or  titles,  and  perhaps  in 
other  ways,  for  the  particular  manner  in  which  the  things 
referred  to  are  to  be  identified,  must  depend  much  upon  the 
contents  of  the  volume,  and  their  arrangement.  It  has  been 
urged  that  a  defendant  may  not  have  access  to  the  book  in 
season  for  the  notice.  But  it  must  be  remembered  that,  some 
considerable  time  before  it  is  necessary  to  give  such  a  notice, 
the  defendant  has  begun  to  use  the  thing  patented,  which, 
primd  facie,  he  has  no  right  to  use,  and  it  would  seem  to  be 
no  injustice,  or  hardship,  to  expect  him,  before  he  begins  to 
infringe,  to  ascertam  that  the  patentees'  title  is  not  valid,  and 
if  its  invalidity  depends  on  what  is  in  a  public  work,  that  he 
should  inform  himself  what  that  work  contains,  and,  conse- 
quently, how  to  refer  to  it.  We  do  not  think  it  necessary  so 
to  construe  this  act,  designed  for  the  benefit  of  patentees,  as 
to  enable  the  defendant  to  do,  what  we  fear  is  too  often  done, 
to  infringe  first,  and  look  for  defences  afterwards. 

Nor  does  a  notice,  that  somewhere,  in  a  volume  of  thirteen 
hundred  p^es,  there  is'soraething  which  tends  to  prove  that 
the  thing  patenle<.l,  or  some  substantial  and  material  part 
thereof  'claimed  as  new,  had  been  described  therein,  r^ooA 
relieve  the  patentee  from  the  necessity  of  making  fruit-  ^ 
less  researches,  or  enable  him  to  fix  with  reasonable  certainty 
on  what  he  must  encounter  at  the  trial.  Upon  this  ground, 
therefore,  the  exception  cannot  be  supported. 

But,  it  is  furtlier  urged  that  the  book  ought  to  have  been 
admitted  as  evidence;  that  Andrew  Ure,  of  London,  had  a 
prior  knowledge  of  the  thing  patented.  This  view  cannot 
be  sustained.  For,  altholigh  tne  name  of  Andrew  Ure,  of 
London,  is  contained  in  the  notice  of  persons  who  are  alleged 
to  have  had  this  prior  knowledge,  yet  the  defendants  have 
not  brought  themselves  within  the  act  of  Congress,  because 
the  notice  does  not  state  "  where  the  same  was  used,"  by 
Andrew  Ure.    Besides^  inasmuch  as  the  same  section  of  the 
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statute  provides  that  a  prior  invention  in  a  foreign  country 
shall  not  avoid  a  patent,  otherwise  valid,  unless  the  foreign 
invention  had  been  described  in  a  printed  publication,  the 
defendants  are  thrown  baok  upon  that  clauae  of  the  act  which 
provides  for  that  defence,  arising  from  a  printed  publication, 
which  has  already  been  considered. 

The  next  exception  was  to  the  chat^e  of  the  predding 
Judge  to  the  Juiy.  The  defendants  requested  the  Judge  ti> 
charge  the  jury,  3d,  that  it  was  erroneous  to  consider  as  con- 
stituent parts  of  the  combination  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  only 
those  points  which  were  requisite  to  the  operation  of  opening 
and  closing  the  damper ;  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  jury 
must  consider  as  constituent  parts  of  the  combination  all  tlic 
parts  of  the  machine,  as  described  in  the  specification,  by 
which  the  i-egulation  of  the  heat  of  a  atuve,  or  the  other 
structures,  is  effected. 

4.  That  the  index  is  a  constituent  part  of  the  combination 
patented  by  the  plaintiff. 

5.  That  the  detaching  process  of  the  lever  is  a  constituent 
part  of  the  combination  patented  by  the  plaintiff. 

6.  That  the  pendulum  is  a  constituent  part  of  the  com- 
bination. 

And,  in  this  connection, 

7.  That  if  the  defendants  do  not  use  all  the  constituent 
parts  of  the  combination  patented  by  the  plaintiff,  a  verdict 
must  be  rendered  for  the  defendants. 

As  to  the  2d,  8d,  4th,  5th,  6th,  and  7th  of  the  instructions 
prayed  for  by  the  defendants,  the  Judge  charged  the  jury, 
that  it  was  true  as  insisted  by  the  defendants'  counsel,  that 
the  third  article  of  the  summary  of  the  plaintifFa  specification, 
on  which  alone,  if  at  all,  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  was  for  a 
combination ;  and  unless  it  appeared  by  the  evidence  that  the 
defendants  had  used  all  the  parts  of  the  plaintifTs  stove  em- 
braced in  such  combination,  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover. 
"■'2'>1  T''**  ^^^  •combination  claimed  in  the  article  in  ques- 
■'  tion  was  of  such  parts  of  the  mechanism  described  in 
the  specification  as  are  necessary  to  regulate  the  heat  of  tlie 
stove.  And  unless  it  appeared  by  the  evidence  that  some 
parts  of  the  mechanism,  not  shown  to  have  been  used  by  the 
defendants,  were  necessary  to  perform  that  office,  or  that, 
according  to  the  just  construction  of  the  specification,  such 
parts  were  intended  to  be  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  part 
of  such  combination,  they  are  not  to  be  considered  as  ero- 
broced  within  it.  That  inasmuch  as  by  the  fourth  article  of 
the  plaintifTs  summary,  he  made  a  distinct  and  separate  claim 
to  what  had  been  called  the  detaching  appRratus,  tner«  Bwm^ 
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to  be  good  reason  to  infer  that  it  was  not  his  intention  to 
claim  tnis  in  the  third  article  as  a  part  of  the  combination 
therein  mentioned.  But  the  Judge  observed,  that  the  qaeB- 
tion  relative  to  the  extent  of  the  combination,  bad  been 
treated  by  the  defendants'  counsel  as  a  question  of  fact,  and 
he  had  no  disposition  to  withdraw  it  from  the  consideration 
of  the  jury;  and  he  therefore  submitted  it  to  the  jury  to 
decide,  from  the  evidence,  whether  the  parts  of  the  mecha- 
nism described  in  the  specification,  which  were  not  sbown  to 
have  been  used  by  the  defendants,  were  necessary  to  regulate 
the  heat  of  the  stove  ;  and  instructed  the  jury  that  if  they 
should  so  find,  the  defendants  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict. 
And  the  Judge  refused  to  chai;ge  otherwise  in  relation  to  such 
instructions,  or  any  of  them. 

To  this  chai-ge  and  refusal  of  the  Judge,  as  the  2d,  8d,  4th, 
5th,  6th,  and  7th  of  the  instructions  pi-ajed  by  the  defend- 
ants, the  defendants'  counsel  then  and  there  excepted. 

The  substance  of  the  charge  is,  that  the  jury  were  in- 
structed by  the  Judge,  that  the  third  claim  in  the  specifica- 
tion was  for  a  combination  of  such  parts  of  the  described 
mechanism  as  were  necessary  to  regulate  the  heat  of  the 
■tove;  that  the  defendants  had  not  infringed  the  patent, 
unless  they  had  used  all  the  parts  embraced  in  the  plaintiffs 
combination  ;  and  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  find  what  those 
parts  were,  and  whether  the  defendants  bad  used  them. 

We  think  this  instruction  was  correct.  The  objection 
made  to  it  is,  that  the  court  left  to  the  jury  wlint  was  matter 
of  law.  But  an  examination  of  this  tlurd  claim,  and  of  the 
defendants'  prayers  for  instruction,  will  show  that  the  Judge 
left  nothing  but  matter  of  fact  to  the  jury.  The  construclic  Ji 
of  the  claim  was  undoubtedly  for  the  court.  The  court 
Twhtly  construed  it  to  be  a  claim  for  a  combination  of  such 
of  the  described  parts  as  were  combined  and  arranged  for  the 
purpose  of  producing  a  particular  cfTect,  viz.,  to  regulate  the 
heat  of  a  stove.  This  was  in  accordance  with  the  defendants' 
third  prayer.  But  the  defendants  also  desired  the  Judge  to 
instruct  the  jury  that  the  'index,  the  detaching  procesb,  ranoA 
and  the  pendulum,  were  constituent  parts  of  this  com-  '- 
bination.  How  could  the  Jndge  know  this  as  matter  of  law? 
The  claim  is  in  these  words :  "  I  also  claim  the  combination, 
above  described,  by  which  the  regulation  of  the  heat  of  the 
stove,  or  other  structure  in  which  it  may  be  used,  is  effected." 
The  writing  which  the  Judge  was  to  construe,  calls  for  all 
such  elements  of  the  combination  as  are  actually  employed 
to  effect  the  regulation  of  t)ie  heat,  according  to  the  plan  of 
the  patentee,  described  in  the  specification,  and  it  therefore 
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became  a  queatton  for  the  jury,  upon  the  evidence  of  experts, 
or  an  inspection  by  them  of  the  machines,  or  upon  both,  what 
parts  described  did  in  point  of  fact  enter  into,  and  constitute 
an  easential  part  of  this  combination.  When  a  claim  does 
not  point  out  and  designate  the  particular  elements  which 
compose  a  combination,  but  only  declares,  as  it  properly  may, 
that  the  combination  is  made  up  of  so  much  of  the  described 
machinery  as  effects  a  particular  result,  it  is  a  question  of 
fact  which  of  the  described  parts  are  essential  to  produce  that 
result ;  and  to  this  extent,  not  the  construction  of  the  claim, 
strictly  speaking,  but  the  application  of  the  claim,  should  be 
left  to  the  jury.  The  defendants  themselves  so  treat  this 
matter  iu  their  third  prayer,  and  we  are  satisfied  the  Judge 
did  not  err  in  so  treating  it. 

The  defendants'  counsel  exhibited  to  the  court  the  models 
of  the  machines  of  the  defendants  and  the  plaintiff,  for  the 
purpose  of  satisfying  the  court  the  jury  must  have  undei'stood 
they  were  at  liberty  to  construe  the  claim,  and  that  they  did 
in  truth  so  construe  it,  as  to  exclude  from  the  combination 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  what  is  called  the  detaching  process. 
But  we  can  draw  no  such  inference  from  an  examination  of 
those  models.  And  while  we  do  not  think  it  proper  to  express 
any  opinion  on  what  is  really  a  matter  of  fact,  yet  we  think 
it  pertinent  to  say,  that  an  examination  of  the  models  has 
satisfied  us  that  a  jury  might  fairly  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  defendants  did  use  a  detaching  process,  not  substan- 
tiallr  different  from  the  plaintiiFs,  and  occupying  iu  their 
combination  the  same  place,  and  answering  substantially  the 
same  purpose,  as  the  plaintifPs  detaching  process  does  in  his 
combination ;  and  therefore  we  can  draw  no  inference  such 
as  is  contended  for. 

We  have  examined  all  the  exceptions,  and  no  one  being 
found  tenable,  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  dissented. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
•2271  Northern  "District  of  New  York,  and  was  argued  by 
J  counsel.  On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here 
ordered  and  adjudged,  by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the 
said  Circuit  Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
affirmed,  with  costs  and  interest  until  the  same  is  paid,  at  the 
same  rate  per  annum  that  similar  judgments  bear  in  the  courts 
of  the  State  of  New  York. 
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E.  P.  Calein  and  Sahdel  Jonxs,  tradino  under  the 
Firm  and  Style  op  E.  P.  Calkin  aiii>  Company,  Plain- 
tiffs IN  ERROR,  V.  James  H.  Cocke. 

The  State  of  Texu  wu  admitted  into  the  Union  on  the  2flth  of  December, 

1846,  (9  St«(.  M  Large,  108,)  and  from  that  day  the  laws  of  the  United 

State!  were  extended  over  it. 
ConHqnentlr,  on  the  30th  of  Janoan',  1846,  the  revenne  lawi  of  Tezaa  were 

not  in  force  there,  and  goodi  teiied  for  a  noiMMmpliaDce  witii  thoK  lawt, 

were  iliegall;  teized.' 

This  case  was  brought  up  bv  writ  of  error  from  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  for  the  State  of  Texas,  under  the 
25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act. 

Cftlkin  and  Company  were  merchants  of  the  county  of  Gal* 
veston,  Texas,  and  Cocke  was  collector  of  Galveston  under 
the  Republic  of  Texas. 

By  a  joint  resolution  of  Congress,  approved  on  the  1st  of 
March,  1845,  the  President  of  the  United  States  was  author- 
ized to  submit  one  of  two  alternative  propositions  to  the 
Republic  of  Texas,  as  an  overture  for  her  admission  as  a  State 
into  the  Union.  One  of  these  contemplated  the  completion 
of  this  measure  and  the  adjustment  of  its  terms,  by  legisla- 
tion, and  the  other  by  negotiation.  The  President  selected 
the  former,  and  presented  to  Texas  the  proposals  contained  in 
the  first  and  second  sectiune  of  the  said  resolutions.  The  first 
section  declared  "  that  Congress  doth  consent  that  the  Terri- 
tory of  Texas  may  he  erected  into  a  State,  to  be  called  the 
State  of  Texas,  with  a  republican  form  of  government,  to  be 
adopted  by  the  people  of  said  Republic,  by  deputies  in  con- 
vention assembled,  with  the  consent  of  the  existing  govern- 
ment, in  order  that  the  same  may  be  admitted  as  one  of  the 
States  of  this  Union." 

And  the  second  section  declares  that  this  consent,  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States,  was  given  upon  several  conditions, 
one  of  which  required  the  constitution,  which  was  to  be  framed 
by  the  Convention,  to  be  transmitted,  with  the  proper  evi- 
dences of  its  adoption  by  the  people  of  the  said  Republic  of 
Texas,  to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  to  be  laid  before 
the  'Congress  of  the  Union  for  its  final  action,  on  or  rcnoa 
before  the  fii-st  day  of  January,  one  thousand  eight  •■ 
hundred  and  forty-eix.  This  consent,  with  the  conditions  on 
which  it  was  given,  was  communicated  to  the  Republic  of 
Texas,  and  in  the  course  of  the  following  summer  and  autumn 
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the  people  of  Texas,  by  deputies  in  Couvention  assembled, 
with  the  Gonsent  of  the  then  existing  government,  erected  it 
into  a  new  State,  with  a  republican  form  of  government,  as 
shown  by  the  constitution  tlieu  adopted  by  them  for  its  gov- 
ernment, and  declared  and  ordained  that  they  accepted  the 
proposal  contained  in  the  resolutions  just  spoken  of,  and  as- 
sented to  the  conditions  on  which  it  was  made.  The  consti- 
tution adopted  by  the  people  of  Texas,  with  the  evidence  of 
its  adoption,  and  of  their  acceptance  of  the  pi-oposal  made  by 
CongreiiS,  mid  their  assent  to  the  conditions  with  which  it  was 
accompanied,  was  laid  before  Congress  at  the  opening  of  the 
session  of  1845-6,  and  on  the  29th  of  December,  1845,  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  after  taking  cognizance  of  the 
acceptance  of  the  proposal  and  of  the  conditions  annexed  to 
it  by  the  people  of  Texas,  and  of  the  constitution  adopted  by 
them,  declared  that  the  Sknte  of  Texas  '-shall  be  one,  and  is 
hereby  declai-ed  to  be  one,  of  the  United  States  of  America," 
&c. 

This  constitution  of  Texas,  thus  adopted  by  that  State  and 
laid  before  Congress,  coutained,  amongst  others,  the  following 
provisions.  By  the  first  section  of  the  twelfth  article  of  the 
said  constitution,  it  was  declared  that  "  all  process  which  shall 
be  issued  in  the  name  of  the  Republic  of  Texas,  prior  to  the 
organization  of  the  State  government  under  this  constitution, 
shall  be  as  valid  as  if  issued  in  the  name  of  the  State  of 
Texas."  In  the  second  section  of  the  same  article  it  was 
provided,  that  "all  criminal  prosecutions  or  penal  actions 
which  shall  have  arisen  prior  to  the  organization  of  the 
State  government  under  this  constitution,  in  any  of  the 
courts  of  the  Republic  of  Texas,  shall  be  prosecuted  to  judg- 
ment and  execution  in  the  name  of  the  State,"  &c.  The 
sixth  section  contained  a  provision  that  if  it  should  appear, 
on  the  second  Monday  of  November,  1845,  from  the  returns, 
that  a  majority  of  the  votes  polled  of  the  people  of  Texas 
were  given  for  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  the  President 
should  make  proclamation  of  that  fact,  and  thenceforth  the 
constitution  was  ordained  and  established  as  the  constitution 
of  the  State,  to  go  into  operation,  and  be  of  force  and  effect, 
from  and  after  the  organization  of  the  State  government 
under  the  said  constitution.  By  section  ten,  it  was  declared 
"that  the  laws  of  this  Republic  relative  to  the  duties  of  offi- 
cers, both  civil  and  military,  of  the  same,  shall  remain  in  full 
force,  and  the  duties  of  their  several  offices  shall  be  per- 
"2291  ^'"'™6*1 '°  conformity  with  the  existing  laws,  until  the 
J  organization  of  the  'government  of  the  Stiate  under 
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this  constitution,  or  until   the  ftret   day  of  the  meeting  of 
the  legislature,"  &c. 

On  the  same  day  that  Congress  declared  that  Texas  shall 
be  and  is  hereby  declared  t«  be  one  of  the  United  States,  viz. 
on  the  29th  of  December,  1845,  (9  Stat,  at  L.,  108,)  Congress 
passed  an  act  extending  the  laws  of  the  United  States  over 
Texas,  and  declaring  them  to  have  full  force  and  effect  within 
the  State.  It  provided  also  for  the  establishment  of  a  court 
of  tlie  United  States,  with  its  necessary  officers.  And  on  the 
31st  of  December,  184S,  another  law  was  passed,  constituting 
Texas  a  collection  district,  and  making  Galveston  a  port  of 
entry. 

The  Legislature  of  Texas  did  not  meet,  nor  was  the  State 
government  completely  oi^anized  under  its  new  constitution, 
until  the  16th  of  Februtuy,  1846. 

On  the  30th  of  January,  1846,  Calkin  and  Company  im- 
ported into  Galveston,  from  New  Orleans,  a  laive  amount  of 
merchandise,  pnncipally  the  growth  and  mauumcture  of  the 
United  States. 

These  goods  were  seized  by  Cocke,  claiming  one  thousand 
dollars  as  duty,  under  the  revenue  laws  of  Texas.  Calkin 
and  Company  protested  ^[ainst  this,  and  demanded  that  the 
goods  should  be  delivered  to  them  in  accordance  with  an  act 
of  Congress  of  the  United  States,  of  the  Slst  December,  1845, 
and  of  a  circular  of  the  Secretaiy  of  [the]  Treasury  of  the 
United  States,  of  9th  January,  1846,  declaring  that  "vessels 
and  their  cargoes  arriving  in  any  port  of  the  State  of  Texas, 
either  from  a  foreign  port,  or  a  port  in  any  other  State  or 
Territory  of  the  United  States,  are  to  be  placed  on  a  similar 
footing  with  vessels  and  their  cargoes  arriving  at  ports  in  any 
of  the  States  of  the  Union," 

On  the  trial  or  the  case  in  the  District  Court  of  the  State 
of  Texas,  on  the  5th  of  January,  1847,  a  judgment  was  ren- 
dered therein  in  favor  of  plaintiffs,  restraining  the  defeni^ant 
from  claiming  any  duties  on  the  merchandise,  and  condemning 
him  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  sum  of  two  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars,  the  damages  assessed  by  the  jury,  as  damages  for  the 
unlawful  detention  of  the  merchandise,  and  the  costs  of  the 
suit.  From  this  judgment  a  writ  of  error  was  prosecuted  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas,  and  by  that  tribunal  the  judg- 
ment was  reversed,  and  one  given  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
for  the  sum  of  nine  hundred  and  sixteen  dollars,  the  amount 
of  duties  unpaid,  and  the  amount  of  costs  expended  in  and 
about  the  suit. 

A  writ  of  error  brought  this  judgment  up  to  this  court. 
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The  caae  was  argued,  in  printed  argmnenti),  by  Sfr.  MiUt 
Tat/lor,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  jfr.  SarrU,  for  the  de- 
fendant in  error. 

,an^1  *Afr.  Taylor,  after  reciting  the  laws  and  other  pn>- 
-1  ceedings  relating  to  iinnexation,  continued : 

Now  it  is  an  undoubted  truth,  that  when  a.  proposition, 
made  by  one  party  to  another,  is  accepted  as  made,  there  is, 
from  the  instant  of  the  acceptance,  a  vulid  contract,  which 
from  that  moment  is  obligatory  upon  both,  and  must,  to  the 
full  extent  of  its  provisions,  thereafter  regulate  the  respective 
riglits  and  obligations  of  the  respective  parties.  Here  the 
proposition  was,  that  Texas  should  be  admitted  a  member  of 
the  Union,  on  her  compliance  with  certain  terms  and  condi- 
tions. She  complied  with  the  terms  and  conditions,  and  ac- 
cepted the  proposition,  and  the  Congress,  in  which  the  power 
to  admit  was  vested,  admitted  her  as  a  State  into  the  Union, 
and  on  the  29th  day  of  December,  1845,  declared  that  she  "  is 
one  of  the  United  States."  Was  she  not  so?  I  believe  she 
was,  and  that  whilst  this  necessarily  results  from  the  terms 
of  the  proposition  to  admit  her  into  the  Union,  and  of  its 
acceptance,  it  is  further  shown  by  the  action  of  Texas  herself. 

Texas  regarded  the  contract  for  her  admission  into  tlie 
Union  as  complete,  when  she  had  given  her  assent  to  the 
proposition  submitted  to  her  in  relation  to  it,  and  had  hc- 
ceded  to  the  specified  conditions.  This  is  at  once  evident 
from  the  fact  that  immediately  after  her  assent  was  given,  she 
called  on  the  Executive  of  the  United  States  to  employ  the 
military  force  of  the  nation  to  protect  her  from  hostilities 
threatened  by  Mexico.  I  have  not  the  public  documents  be- 
fore me,  so  as  to  be  able  to  refer  to  the  precise  date  of  this 
application.  It  was  made,  however,  some  time  before  the 
meeting  of  Congress,  in  the  autumn  of  1845,  and  was  based 
upon  the  obligation  imposed  on  the  national  government  by 
the  Constitution,  of  exercising  its  power  to  protect  every 
member  of  the  confederacy  from  invasion.  "Diat  this  con- 
struction given  by  Texas  to  the  effect  of  her  acceptance  nf 
the  proposition  submitted  to  her  is  correct,  cannot  be 
doubted.  The  contract  was  complete  from  the  time  of  her 
acceptance.  She  was  entitled,  from  that  moment,  to  all  the 
advantages  growing  out  of  it,  and  was  subject  to  all  the 
burdens  resulting  from  it.  It  is  true,  there  was  a  new  state 
of  things  created,  not  contemplated  by  the  existing  laws,  and 
that  some  action  on  the  part  of  Congress  was  necessary  tn 
give  effect  to  the  new  rights  and  obligations,  and  to  extend 
the  laws  of  the  nation  over  Texas.    That  was  the  case  with 
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respect  to  the  judiciary,  the  i-eveaue  system,  the  operatious 
of  the  posfroffice,  &c.  But  whilst  something  was  necessary 
for  these  purposes  on  the  part  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  there  was  nothing  which  was  required  to  be  done  by 
Texas.  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  the  laws 
made  in  pursuance  thereof,  is  *the  supreme  law  of  r«2«i 
the  land,  and  when  Congress  exercised  the  power  del-  '- 
egated  to  it  by  the  Constitution,  on  the  29th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1845,  by  act  of  Congress,  aud  said  that  all  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  were  thereby  "  declared  to  extend  to  and 
over,  and  to  have  full  force  and  effect  within  the  State  of 
Texas,  admitted  at  the  present  session  of  Congress  into  the 
confederacy  and  union  of  the  United  States,'  the  revenue 
and  other  laws  were  extended  propria  vigore,  and  not  because 
of  any  thing  contained  in  the  constitution  of  Texas,  which 
had  just  been  adopted,  for  "  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  laws  made  in  pursuance  thereof,"  being  the 
supreme  law  of  the  land,  if  any  thing  had  been  contained  in 
the  constitution  of  Texas,  which  conflicted  with  them,  it 
would  have  been  absolutely  null  and  void,  and  liave  no  more 
force  or  effect  than  if  not  written. 

The  pretensions  set  up  by  the  defendant,  in  his  pretended 
capacity  of  collector,  under  the  authority  of  the  revenue  laws 
of  the  late  Republic  of  Texas,  are  understood  to  be  based  on 
the  10th  section  of  the  twelfth  article  of  the  constitution  of 
Texas,  in  which  it  is  declared  "  that  the  laws  of  this  Repub- 
lic, relative  to  the  duties  of  officers,  both  civil  and  military, 
of  the  same,  shall  remain  in  full  force,  and  the  duties  of  their 
several  offices  shall  be  performed  in  conformity  with  the  ex- 
isting laws,  until  the  organization  of  the  government  of  the 
State  under  this  constitution,  or  until  the  lirst  day  of  the 
meeting  of  the  legislature." 

An  attentive  consideration  of  this  section,  and  of  the  other 
sections  embraced  in  the  same  article  of  the  constitution  of 
Texas,  will,  I  think,  make  it  apparent  that  no  such  conse- 
quence as  that  now  contended  for,  was  contemplated,  or 
could  legitimately  flow  from  it.  The  different  sections  con- 
tained in  that  article  were  designed  to  provide  for  the  transi- 
tion from  an  independent  government  to  one  adapted  to  the 
new  order  of  things,  and  were  not  intended  or  designed  to 
limit  or  restrain  the  rightful  authority  of  the  Constitution  or 
laws  of  the  United  States,  within  the  territory  of  Texas,  or 
to  fix  a  time  when  the  independent  authority  of  Texas  should 
yield  and  give  place  to  the  national  authority  of  the  United 
States.  By  the  first  section  of  this  article,  it  was  declared, 
that  "  nil  process  that  should  be  issued  in  the  name  of  the 
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Republic  of  Texas,  prior  to  the  organization  of  the  State  gov- 
ernment under  the  constitution,  should  be  as  valid  as  if 
issued  in  the  name  of  the  State  of  Texas."  The  second  sec- 
tion provided,  "  that  all  criminal  prosecutions  or  penal  ac- 
tions which  should  have  arisen  prior  to  the  oi^nization  of 
the  State  government  under  the  constitution,  in  any  of  the 
courts  of  the  Republic  of  Texas,  should  "be  prosecuted  to 
judgment  and  execution  in  the  name  of  the  State,"  &c. 
■2821  '"^^^  sixth  section  directed,  that  "  if  it  should  appear 
■I  on  the  second  Monday  of  November,  1845,  from  the 
returns,  that  a  majority  of  the  votes  polled  of  the  people  of 
Texas,  were  given  for  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  the 
President  should  make  proclamation  of  that  fact,  and  thence- 
forth the  constitution  was  ordained  and  established  as  the 
constitution  of  the  State,  to  go  into  operation  and  be  of  force 
and  effect  from  and  after  the  organization  of  the  State  gov- 
ernment under  the  constitution.  And  then  in  the  tenth  sec- 
tion of  the  same  article,  is  found  the  provision  before  recited, 
to  the  effect  that  the  laws  of  the  Kepublic  relative  to  the  du- 
ties of  officers,  both  civil  and  military,  of  the  same,  should 
remain  in  full  force,  and  the  duties  of  the  several  offices  be 
performed  "in  conformity  with  the  existing  laws,  until  the 
organization  of  the  goverument  of  the  State, '  under  the  con- 
stitution, or  "  until  the  first  day  of  the  meeting  of  the  legis- 
lature," &c. 

These  various  provisions  were  introduced  into  the  consti- 
tution of  Texas,  not,  as  I  before  remarked,  to  bind  or  restrain 
the  rightful  authority  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States  within  the  territory  of  Texas,  oi-  fix  a  time 
when  the  independent  authorities  of  Texas  should  yield  to 
and  give  place  to  the  national  authorities  of  the  United  States, 
but  to  obviate  tlie  inconveniences  which  might  otherwise 
have  grown  out  of  the  change  from  one  constitution  to 
another.  In  the  absence  of  any  declaiBtion  to  the  contrary, 
it  cannot  be  presumed  that  any  limitation  or  condition,  on 
the  contract  just  completed  by  their  formal  assent,  was  in- 
tended by  these  general  expressions,  because  full  effect  can 
be  given  to  them  without  adopting  such  a  construction.  But 
if  it  were  otherwise,  and  it  were  the  design  of  the  people  of 
Texas  to  impose  such  a  limitation,  the  provision  would  have 
produced  no  such  eSiect.     If  Texas  ever  has  been  an  integral 

Krt  of  the  Union,  she  was  so  when  Congress  declared  hei  to 
so,  on  the  29th  day  of  December,  1845,  after  her  accept- 
ance of  the  proposition  submitted  to  her  in  relation  to  it.  If 
she  were  so  at  that  time  for  any  purpose,  she  was  so  for  all 
purposes ;  and  then  it  would  of  necessity  follow,  that  aa  the 
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CoDBtitutioD  of  the  United  States,  and  the  laws  adopted 
under  ita  authority,  are  the  Bupieme  laws  of  the  land,  the 
coQBtitution  and  laws  of  the  Republic  of  Texas,  wherevei- 
they  conflicted  with  them,  were  at  once  abrogated,  and  that 
the  people  of  Texas  could  not  at  any  future  time  give  validity 
or  binding  force  to  any  new  constitutioaal  or  le^  provision 
which  conflicted  with  it. 

Mr.  Sarris,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  main  question  presented  by  the  record 
*i8,  whether  Texas  was  annexed  to  the  United  States,  rmaaa 
on  the  26th  of  December,  1846,  or  on  the  16th  of  Feb-  ^  **** 
ruary,  1846 ;  and,  as  a  consequence,  at  which  of  these  periods 
the  right  of  the  late  Republic  to  collect  import  duties  termi- 
nated. It  is  contended  by  the  plaintiS»,  that  this  right  ceased 
on  the  29th  of  December,  1846,  when  tjie  joint  resolution  of 
Congress  was  passed  for  the  admission  of  Texas  as  one  of  the 
States  of  the  Union ;  while  it  is  contended,  on  the  pai-t  of  the 
defendant,  that  it  did  not  cease  until  the  16th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1846,  the  day  on  which  the  State  government  was 
or^nized. 

For  the  settlement  of  this  question,  resort  must  be  mainly 
had  t«  the  terms  of  the  joint  resolution  "  for  the  annexation 
of  Texas,"  &c.,  approved  March  1,  184& ;  to  those  of  the  con- 
stitution of  the  State  of  Texas,  and  of  the  joint  resolution  of 
the  2dth  of  December,  mentioned  above. 

It  is  submitted  that  the  first  of  these  amounts  to  nothing 
more  than  a  proposition,  on  the  part  of  Congress,  for  the 
annexation  of  Texas,  and  this  resolution  may  De  said  to  be 
only  preliminary  to  that  object.  The  first  and  second  sec- 
tions, it  is  contended,  clearly  show  that  it  was  not  the  inten- 
tion of  Congi-ess  to  concede  to  Texas  the  power  to  consum- 
mate annexation  by  any  act  of  her  own ;  for  it  provides  that 
the  constitution  of  the  proposed  State,  "with  the  proper  evi- 
dence of  its  adoption  by  the  people  of  the  said  Republic  of 
Texas,  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  to  be  laid  before  Congress,  for  its  final  action,  on  or 
before  the  first  day  of  January,  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  forty-six."  This  is  entirely  consistent  with  the  preamble 
of  the  joint  resolution  "for  the  admission  of  the  State  of 
Texas  into  the  Union." 

The  last  section  of  the  constitution  of  Texas  provides  that 
"the  ordinance  passed  by  the  convention  on  the  fourth  day  of 
July,  aBsenting  to  the  overtures  for  the  annexation  of  Texas 
to  the  Unitetf  States,  shall  be  attached  to  the  constitutaOD, 
and  form  a  part  of  the  same."    They  were  transmitted  to  tlie 
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President,  to  be  laid  before  Congiess  together,  and  tlie  mean- 
iDg  of  the  ordinance  was  restrained  and  limited,  not  only  by 
the  intention  of  the  first  joint  rexolution,  but  also  by  the 
spirit  and  terms  of  the  constitution  itself. 

This  constitutioD,  containing  the  conditions  npon  which 
Texas  consented  to  be  annexed,  and  having  been  accepted  by 
Congress,  must,  with  all  its  terms  and  conditions,  be  regarded 
as  a  part  of  the  contract,  or  treaty  of  annexation.  It  haviBg 
been  adopted  by  Congress,  it  is  supposed  that  its  provisions 
became  a  portion  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  that 
the  constitution  of  Texas,  and  the  joint  resolution  of  the  29th 
of  December,  1845,  should  be  taken  and  construed  together. 
•2%41  *U°'^^''  *^'s  view,  attention  is  most  respectfully  in- 
-1  yited  to  several  articles  of  that  instrument. 

The  first  section  of  the  12th  article  of  the  constitution  pro- 
vides, that  "  all  process  which  shall  be  issued  in  the  name  of 
the  Republic  of  Texas,  prior  to  the  organization  of  the  State 
government  under  this  constitution,  shall  be  as  valid  as  if 
issued  in  the  name  of  the  State  of  Texas."  In  the  second 
section,  it  is  provided,  "  that  all  crimin^il  prosecutions,  or 
penal  actions,  which  shall  have  arisen  prior  to  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  State  government,  under  this  constitution,  in  any 
of  the  courts  of  the  Republic  of  Texas,  shall  be  prusecuted 
to  judgment  and  execution,  in  the  name  of  the  State,"  &g. 
The  sixth  section,  under  the  same  article,  among  other  things, 
provides,  that  if  the  constitution  be  adopted  by  the  people, 
it  shall  "  go  into  opei"ation,  and  be  of  force  and  effect,  from 
and  after  the  organization  of  the  State  government,  under 
said  constitution, '  &c. 

By  the  10th  section  it  is  declared,  "  that  the  laws  of  the 
Republic  relative  to  the  duties  of  officers,  both  civil  and  mili- 
tary, of  the  same,  shall  remain  in  full  force,  and  the  duties  of 
their  several  offices  shall  be  performed  in  conformitj'  with  the 
existing  laws  until  the  organization  of  the  government  of  the 
State  under  this  constitution,  or  until  the  first  day  of  the 
meeting  of  the  legislature." 

It  is  most  respectfully  submitted,  that  these  provisions 
furnish  cumulative  and  convincing  evidence,  that  the  people 
of  Texas  (one  of  the  contracting  parties)  intended  and  stipu- 
lated that  the  government  of  the  Republic  of  Texas  and  all 
its  laws  should  remain  in  full  force  until  the  16th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1846,  "  the  first  day  of  the  meeting  of  the  legislature." 
It  is  also  submitted,  that  the  other  party,  by  accepting  thia 
constitution,  became  bound  by  all  its  terms  and  stiptdations^ 
as  portions  of  the  contract  of  annexation. 

For  the  convenience  of  the  argument,  it  may  be  supposed 
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that  Texas  proposed  to  be  aimexed  upon  the  terms  aud  cou- 
ditions  contained  in  her  State  constitution,  and  that  tliis 
proposition  was  accepted  by  the  government  of  the  United 
States.  Had  such  been  the  case,  it  is  easy  to  see  that  the 
effect  of  the  contract  would  not  be  changed.  If  it  had  been 
so  consummated,  it  is  equally  obvious  that  no  diversity  of 
opinion  would  have  arisen  in  regard  to  its  construction. 

Then  the  condition,  that  the  sovereignty  and  laws  of  the 
Republic  should  remain  unimpaired  until  the  16th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1846,  was  proposed  by  Texas  and  assented  to  by  Con- 
gress. 

It  may  be  further  remarked,  that  Congress  must  have 
understood  this  to  be  one  of  the  stipulations  of  the  contract. 
By  reference  to  the  act  of  Congress,  of  the  29th  of  May,  1846, 
(see  *act8  of  1845,  '46,  page  23,)  it  will  be  seen,  that  r^not 
the  3d  section  pi'ovides  that  the  Pcetniastev-General  '- 
was  not  authorized  to  pay  the  expenses  incurred  for  canying 
the  mail  in  Texas,  prior  to  the  16th  of  February,  1846. 
When  the  contract  of  annexation  was  one  and  indivisible, 
was  it  the  intention  of  Congress  to  receive  its  benefits  from 
the  29th  of  December,  1845,  and  to  postpone  its  burdens  to 
the  16th  of  February,  1846  ? 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Supi'eme  Court  of  the  State 
of  Texas.  The  suit  was  originally  brought  by  the  plaintiffs 
in  error  before  the  District  Court  of  Galveston  county,  to 
recover  the  possession  of  a  stock  of  goods  from  the  defendant, 
who  had  seized  them  at  Galveston,  as  collector  at  that  port, 
under  the  authority  of  the  Republic  of  Texas,  for  non-pay- 
ment of  duties.  They  recovered  a  judgment  in  that  court ; 
but,  on  a  writ  of  error,  from  the  Supreme  Court,  the  judg- 
ment was  reversed,  and  the  goods  held  Hable  to  the  duties. 

The  case  was  this :  The  plaintiffs  shipped  from  New  Or- 
leans into  Galveston  the  stock  of  goods,  on  the  30th  Januai^-, 
1846,  and  the  defendant,  claiming  to  act  as  collector  under 
the  Republic  of  Texas,  and  also  that  the  revenue  laws  of 
that  government  were  then  in  force,  charged  them  with  a 
rate  of  duty  in  conformity  with  those  laws,  and  for  the  non- 
payment by  the  plaintiffs,  they  insisting  that  the  goods  were 
not  liable  to  any  rate  of  duty  since  the  admission  of  Texas 
into  the  Union,  he  seized  and  took  possession  of,  and  detained 
them,  until  they  were  redelivered  to  the  plaintiffs,  by  the 
order  of  the  District  Court. 

The  question  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  revenue  laws  of 
this  government  were  in  force  in  the  State  of  Texas  at  the 
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date  of  the  importation,  or  those  of  the  former  gnvemment 
of  that  country.  The  Supreme  Court  held  that  the  latter 
were  in  foree,  and  chai^^ed  the  goods  with  the  customai^ 
duties. 

The  State  of  Texas  waa  admitted  into  the  Union  on  the 
29th  December,  1845,  uti  an  equal  footing  with  the  original 
States,  ia  all  respecta  whatever.  9  Stat,  at  L.,  p.  108.  And 
bj  the  let  section  of  an  act  of  Congress,  passed  the  same  day, 
all  the  laws  of  the  United  States  were  declared  to  be  extended 
over,  and  to  tiave  full  force  and  effect  within,  the  State. 
And,  bv  the  2d  section,  the  State  was  declared  to  constitute 
one  juaiciat  district,  called  the  District  of  Texas,  for  which  a 
judge  should  be  appointed,  and  should  hold  the  first  term  of 
iiis  court  at  Galveston,  on  the  first  Monday  of  February  then 
next.  The  remaining  part  of  the  section  confers  upon  the 
court  the  usual  powers  belonging  to  a  district  court,  and  also 
of  a  circuit  court  of  the  United  States.  The  8d  section  pro- 
*2S61  ^''^^^  ^^^  *''*  •appointment  of  a  district  attorney,  and 
J  marshal  for  the  district,  and  for  a  clerk  of  the  court. 
Id.,  p.  1,  2. 

On  the  Slst  December,  1845,  the  next  day  after  the  admis- 
sion into  the  Union,  Congress  passed  an  act  declaring  the 
State  to  be  one  collection  disti-iet,  and  making  the  city  of 
Galveston  a  port  of  entry,  and  to  which  was  annexed  several 
other  places,  as  ports  of  delivery.  The  2d  section  provides 
for  the  appointment  of  a  collector  for  the  port  of  Galveston, 
and  the  3d  section  for  the  appointment  of  a  surveyor  for  each 
[mrt  of  delivery. 

Now  it  is  quite  apparent,  from  the  joint  resolution  of  Con- 
gress, admitting  the  State  of  Texas  into  the  Union,  and  the 
acts  passed,  organizing  the  Federal  courts  and  revenue  system 
over  it,  that  the  old  system  of  government,  so  far  as  it  con- 
flicted with  the  federal  authority,  became  abrogated  immedi- 
ately on  her  admission  as  a  State.  This  is  clearly  so,  unless 
some  provision  is  found  in  the  act  of  admission  postponing 
the  time  when  it  shall  take  effect,  and,  as  applied  to  the  case 
before  us.  postponing  it  until  after  the  Slat  January,  1846, 
when  these  goods  were  shipped  to  the  port  of  Galveston. 

This  has  been  attempted  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in 
error. 

We  have  been  referred  to  the  1st  section  of  the  13th  arti- 
cle of  the  constitution  of  Texas,  which  provides,  "■  that  all 
process  which  shall  be  issued  in  the  name  of  the  Republic  of 
Texas,  prior  to  the  organization  of  the  State  government 
under  this  constitution,  shall  be  as  valid  as  if  issued  in  the 
name  of  the  State  of  Texas."    And  also  to  the  2d  section  of 


DECEMBER  TEEM,  1852.  23b 

Calkin  and  Company  (-.  Cocke, 

the  same  article)  whicli  provides  that  "  all  criminal  [)ro8eGii- 
tions  or  penal  actions,  which  shall  have  ariaen  piioi'  to  the 
organization  of  the  State  goveriiment  under  this  constitution, 
ill  any  of  the  courta  of  the  Kepuhlic,  shall  be  prosecuted  to 
judgment  and  execution  in  the  name  of  the  State."  And 
also,  to  the  6th  section,  which  provides,  upon  its  appearing 
that  a  majority  of  the  votes  of  the  people  given  is  for  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution,  "it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
President  (of  the  Republic  of  Texas)  to  make  proclamation 
of  the  fact,  and  thenceforth  this  conetitution  shall  be  ordained 
and  established  as  the  constitution  of  the  State,  to  go  into 
operation,  and  be  of  force  and  effect,  from  and  after  the  or- 
ganization of  the  State  government."  And  also,  to  the  10th 
section,  which  declares,  "that  the  laws  of  the  Bepublic,  rela- 
tive to  the  duties  of  officers,  both  civil  and  military,  of  the 
same,  shall  remain  in  full  force,  and  the  duties  of  the  several 
offices  shall  be  performed  in  conformity  with  the  existing 
laws,  until  the  organization  of  the  government  of  the  State 
under  this  constitution,  or  until  the  first  day  of  the  meeting 
of  the  legislature." 

*It  is  supposed  that  these  several  provisions  of  the  r*oQ7 
constitution  of  Texas,  and  which  is  the  one  accepted,  ^ 
when  she  was  admitted  into  the  Union  by  Congress,  have  the 
effect  to  postpone  and  fix  the  period  of  admission  to  the  time 
of  the  first  meeting  of  the  legislature  of  the  State  and  organ- 
isation of  the  government  under  the  constitution,  which  was 
on  the  16th  February,  1846 ;  and,  of  course,  to  postpone  the 
operation  of  the  laws  of  the  Union  over  her  till  tnat  period. 

But  the  obvious  answer  to  this  view  is,  that  these  several 
provisions  in  the  constitution  were  designed  and  intended, 
and  had  the  effect  to  organize  a  government  at  once,  on  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution  by  the  people,  and  thereby  to 
avoid  an  int«rregnum  beween  the  abrogation  of  the  old  and 
the  erection  of  the  new  system,  and  until  the  legislative  body 
could  meet,  and  put  the  government  in  operation  in  con- 
formity with  the  requirements  of  the  organic  law. 

The  whole  of  the  10th  section,  a  part  of  which  has  been 
already  referred  to,  affords  an  illustration  of  the  design  of  the 
framers  of  the  constitution.  It  is  as  follows :  "  That  no  incon- 
venience may  result  from  the  change  of  government,  it  is  de- 
clared, that  the  laws  of  the  Republic,  relative  to  the  duties  of 
officers,  both  civil  and  military,  of  the  same,  shall  remain  in 
full  foToe,  and  the  duties  of  the  several  oncers  shall  be  per- 
formed in  conformity  with  existing  laws,  until  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  government  of  the  State  under  this  constitution, 
or  until  the  first  day  of  the  meeting  of  the  legislature."     This 
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section,  taken  in  connection  with  the  3d  section  of  the  same 
article,  completed  an  organization  which  effectually  prevented 
any  interval  between  the  old  and  new  systems,  when  the  laws 
did  not  operate,  or  an  organized  eoveniment  was  not  in  force. 
That  section  provides,  that  "alllaws  and  parts  of  laws,  now 
in  force  in  the  Republic  of  Texas,  which  are  not  repugnant  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  joint  resolutions 
for  annexing  Texas  to  the  United  States,  or  to  the  provisions 
of  this  constitution,  shall  remain  in  force,  as  the  laws  of  this 
State,  until  they  expire  by  their  own  limitation  or  repealed 
by  the  legislature. 

This  section,  as  it  will  be  seen,  also  negatives  the  idea, 
that  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  Union  were  not  in  force 
within  the  State  as  soon  as  her  admission  into  the  Union  took 
place. , 

This  subject  was  very  fully  considered  in  Benner  et  al.  v. 
Porter,  (9  How.,  285,)  which  involved  an  inquiry  into  the 
effect  of  the  admission  of  Florida  into  the  Union  as  a  State. 
Some  of  the  questions  there  were  very  similar  to  those  raised 
in  this  case,  as  the  machinery  of  the  territorial  government 
had  been  adopted  by  an  ordinance  in  the  constitution  until 
the  organization  was  effected  under  the  constitution  by  the 
legislature. 

•2381  *^^  there  said,  "  that,  on  the  admission  of  Florida 
-■  as  a  State  into  the  Union,  the  organization  of  the  gov- 
ernment under  the  new  constitution  oecame  complete;  as 
every  department  became  filled,  at  once,  by  the  adoption  of 
the  territorial  laws,  and  the  aii[H>iiitment  of  the  territorial 
functionaries  for  the  time  being."  That  "the  convention 
l>eing  the  fountain  of  all  political  power,  from  which  flowed 
that  embodied  in  the  organic  law,  were,  of  course,  competent 
to  prescribe  the  laws  and  appoint  the  officers  under  the  con- 
stitution, by  means  whereof  the  government  could  be  put 
into  immediate  operation,  and  thus  avoid  an  interregnum 
that  must  have  intervened,  if  left  to  an  organization  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  that  instrument.  This  was  accom- 
plished in  a  few  lines,  adopting  the  machinerj'  of  the  territo- 
rial government  for  the  time  being,  and  until  superseded  by 
the  agency  and  authority  of  the  constitution  iteelf." 

An  argument  is  attempted  to  be  drawn  against  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  laws  of  the  Union  were  extended  over  Texas  as 
soon  as  she  was  admitted  into  it,  founded  upon  certain  acts 
of  Congress  concerning  the  establishment  and  regulation  of 
the  post-office  system  over  the  State.  On  the  6th  February, 
1846,  various  post  routes  were  established  in  Texas,  and  the 
Postmaster-General  was  authorized  to  contract  for  conveying 
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the  mail  on  them  as  sood  as  could  be  conveniently  done,  after 
the  passage  of  the  act.  A  joint  resolution  was  also  passed  on 
the  20th  May,  1846,  authorizing  the  Postmaster-General  to 
continue  the  mail  Bervice  existing  in  the  State  under  the  laws 
and  authority  of  Texas,  or  such  part  as,  in  his  judgment,  the 
public  interest  required,  from  the  time  that  Texas  became  a 
State  in  the  Union,  and  until  contracts  could  be  made,  and 
the  mail  service  put  in  operation  on  post  routes  eBtablished 
by  Congress  at  its  then  session.  And  on  the  29th  of  the  same 
month,  another  act  was  passed  establishing  several  post  routes, 
and  repealing  the  a«t  of  the  6th  February,  referred  to.  The 
second  section  of  this  act  authorizes  the  Postmaster-General 
to  continue  iu  operation  the  existing  mail  service  in  Texas, 
established  under  its  former  laws,  upon  any  of  the  routes 
mentioned,  as  he  may  deem  expedient,  not  to  extend,  how- 
ever, beyond  the  30th  June,  1850.  And  the  third  section 
provides  for  the  payment  of  mail  contractors  in  Texas  for  ser- 
vice performed  by  them  since  the  16th  February,  1846,  and 
also,  the  officers  employed  in  superintending  the  mail  service, 
with  a  proviso,  that  such  payment  shall  in  no  case  exceed  the 
compensation  agreed  upon  with  the  late  authorities  of  Texas. 
The  act  then  provides,  that  the  several  postmasters  in  Texas, 
appointed  by  the  late  government,  shall  account  to  the  Post- 
master-General for  all  balances  accruing  at  their  offices  re- 
spectively, after  the  I6th  February,  1846. 

■We  perceive  nothing  in  these  several  acts  express-  r^gaq 
ing  or  implying  that  Congress  possessed  no  power  to  L 
extend  the  system  of  mail  service  over  the  State  from  the 
time  of  its  admission  into  the  Union,  or  that  the  date  of  the 
admission  is  to  be  limited  t<i  the  16th  February,  1846. 

There  was  necessarily  some  delay  in  putting  the  system 
into  practical  operation  ;  and  to  avoid  any  inconvenience  in 
the  mean  time,  the  existing  system  under  the  laws  of  the 
former  government  was  recognized  and  adopted,  until  the 
several  post  routes  were  designated  by  Congress,  and  con- 
tracts made  for  the  performance  of  the  service  in  the  usual 
way.  The  period  fixed  when  the  payment  of  the  old  con- 
tractors and  superintendents  of  the  service  should  com- 
mence ;  and,  also,  when  the  existing  postmasters  should 
begin  to  account  to  the  Postmaster-General  for  the  money 
collected,  and  the  allowance  of  compensation,  to  wit,  the 
16th  February,  1846,  relate  simply  to  the  arrangement  as  to 
compensation ;  and  as  to  the  adjustment  of  the  accounts  of 
these  several  officers.  The  system,  as  established  under  the 
Republic  of  Texas,  was  recognized,  and  not  interfered  with 
in  the  adjustment  down  to  the  r>eriod  mentioned  ;  after  that 
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it  was  placed  under  the  laws  and  regulations  of  the  Post- 
Offioe  Department  of  the  general  government. 

That  theae  acts  do  not  admit  the  want  of  powers  in  Con- 
gress to  extend  the  post-office  laws  over  Texas  until  the  16th 
of  Fehruary,  1846,  is  shown  by  the  act  passed  the  5th  of 
that  month,  designating  several  post  routes,  and  conferring 
the  power  upon  the  Postmaster-General  to  enter  into  con- 
tracts for  conveying  the  mail  over  them.  This  act  continued 
in  force  until  repealed  on  the  29th  of  May  following,  when 
a  new  and  somewhat  different  arrangement  of  maU  routes 
was  provided  for. 

Without  pursuing  the  case  farther,  our  opinion  is,  that  the 
admission  of  Texas  into  the  Union  is  to  take  date  from  the 
29th  of  December,  1845,  the  time  of  itH  admission  by  Con- 
gress, and  that  the  laws  of  the  Union  extended  over  it  from 
that  time;  and,  consequently,  the  seizure  of  the  stock  of 
goods  in  question  by  the  defendant  under  the  revenue  laws 
uf  the  Republic,  on  the  30th  of  January,  1846,  was  without 
authority  of  law. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  below  must  there- 
fore be  reversed  with  costs ;  and  that  the  proceedings  be 
remitted  to  that  court  with  directious  that  the  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  be  affirmed  with  costs  in  Supreme  Court 
and  District  Court 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  for 
•2401  *^®  'State  of  Texas,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On 
-I  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered  and 
adjudged,  by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  said  Supreme 
(!?ourt  of  Errors  and  Appeals  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same 
is  hereby,  reversed,  with  costs,  and  that  this  cause  be,  and 
the  same  is  hereby,  remanded  bi  the  said  Supreme  Court  of 
Errors  and  Appeals,  with  directions  to  affirm  the  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  the  county  of  Galveston  in  said 
cause,  with  costs  in  said  Supreme  and  District  Courts. 
266 
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DBCBABBD,    PLAINTIFF    IN    EKROIt,   V.    MaKY    M.    HiCKS, 

ExBCUTBix  or  Joseph  T.  Hicks,  deceased. 

Where  the  declantioii,  in  an  actioD  of  auumpait,  contained  the  following 
counU:  —  1.  On  a  promiuo^  note ;  2.  Indebilatai  aiiumpalt  for  the  hire  of 
(laTeij  3.  An  account  «tatea;  4.  Quantum  valebal  for  the  lervicei  of  alavet; 
6.  Woritand  labor,  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  money  lent  and  adTanced; 
6.  Honey  had  and  received ;  T.  An  account  alated ;  8.  A  special  agreement 
for  the  hire  of  alaiee:  And  the  defendant  pleaded,  —  1.  The  general  iwue; 
2.  Statute  of  limitatiooB  ;  3.  Payment;  —  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for 
"  the  defendant  upon  the  iasue  joined  aa  to  the  within  note  of  four  hundred 
and  fifty-six  doliui,  and  the  wittiin  account"  —  this  verdict,  although  infor- 
mal, was  lufficient  to  authorize  the  entry  of  a  general  judgment  for  the 
defendant' 

An  objection  cannot  be  made  in  this  c 
was  twom,  nnleM  the  objection  was 
tion  taken.* 

Where  a  certificate  of  deposit  in  a  bank,  payable  at  a  future  day,  was  handed 
over  by  a  debtor  to  his  creditor,  it  was  no  payment,  unless  there  was  an 
express  agreement  on  tlic  part  of  the  creditor,  to  receive  it  as  such  ;  and  tlie 
question,  whether  there  was  or  was  nut  auch  an  agreement,  was  one  of  fact 
to  bo  decided  by  the  jury.' 

The  bank  being  insolvent  when  the  certificate  of  deposit  became  due,  there 
was  no  ground  for  imputing  negligence  in  the  collection  of  the  debt  by  the 
holder,  aa  no  loss  occurred  to  the  original  debtor. 

If  the  evidence  showed  that,  after  the  maturity  of  the  certificate,  the  original 
debtor  admitted  his  liability  to  make  it  good,  the  jury  should  have  been 
instructed  that  this  evidence  conduced  to  prove  that  the  certificate  was  not 
taken  in  payment.* 

Mr.  CA^f  Jiutice  Taney  did  not  ait  in  this  cause. 

This  case  waa  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error  from  the  Cir- 
«uit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of 


There  were  three  bills  of  exceptions  taken  upon  the  trial 
in  the  Circuit  Pourt,  which  extended  over  more  than  one 
hundred  pages  of  the  printed  record.  The  last  one  included 
the  whole  of  the  evidence.  The  substance  of  tlie  case  is 
given  in  the  opiaioa  of  the  court,  to  which  the  reporter 
refers  (he  reader. 

It  was  ^reed  by  Mr.  Badger,  with  whom  was  Mr.  William 

■  Bee  noU  to  Parkt  j.  Turner,  12  532;  Lathrop  r.  Jndvm,   19  Id,,  SO; 

How.,  30.  Schu-:haTdi    v.   AlUn.   1    Wall.,   369; 

'  See  note  to  B™m   t.  Clarke,  4  Pamtrog  v.  Dank  of  Indiana,  Id.,  602 ; 

How.,  4.    8.  P.   Phflpi  V.  Maj/er,  16  LocH  V.  United  Staltt.  2  Cliff.,  574. 
How.,  160 ;  Uniud  Statet  v.  BreKUHij,        *  See  note,  poX,  *2J0. 
aO  Id.,  262;   Barton   v,   Fonuth,  Id.,        *  Citbo.    /»  re  ^ffuriK,  1  Flipp.,  470. 
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A.  Oraham,  ioi  the  plaintiff  in  eri-or,  and  Mr.  Volney  E.  Sbvh 
ard,  with  whom  was  Mr.  Walker,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

The  ai^ument  of  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  was 

*941 1  ^  'intermingled  with  their  statement  of  the  facta  in 

J  the  case,  that  it  will  be  neeessar;  to  insert  the  whole. 

The  declaration  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  who  was  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  court  below,  is  an  assumpsit,  and  contains  eight 
counts. 

The  first  is  on  the  promissory  note  of  testator,  in  the  name 
of  Hicks  &  Arnold,  for  $456 ;  the  second  is  indebitatut 
assumpsit  for  hire  of  forty  slaves ;  the  fourth  a  quantum  vale- 
bat  for  the  services  of  forty  other  slaves ;  the  third  and 
seventh,  each  upon  an  account  stated  ;  the  £fth  for  work  and 
labor,  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  money  lent  and  advanced, 
and  the  seventh  for  money  had  and  received ;  the  eighth  and 
last  count  is  upon  a  special  agreement  of  testator  to  hire  from 
the  plaintiff  certain  slaves  mentioned  in  the  count,  and  to  pay 
the  same  rates  of  hire  as  the  testator  had  agreed  to  pay  Wil- 
liams  &  Mills  for  the  same  slaves,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  1st,  the  general  issue  ;  2d,  the  statr 
ute  of  limitations ;  3d,  payment,  upon  which  plea  issues  were 
joined,  and  the  cause  tried.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  in  these 
words:  "That  they  find  for  the  defendant  upon  the  issues 
joined,  as  to  the  within  note  of  four  hundred  and  fifty-six 
dollars,  and  the  within  account,"  and  upon  this  finding,  the 
court  gave  a  general  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

It  is  insisted,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that  the 
verdict  is  imperfect,  irresponsive  to  the  issues,  and  does  not 
dispose  of  the  whole  matter  submitted  by  the  pleadings ;  that 
upon  the  most  favorable  interpretation  which  can  be  given  of 
it,  it  passes  only  on  the  first  count  on  the  note,  and  the  third 
and  seventh  upon  accounts  stated,  and  leaves  the  matters 
arising  upon  the  five  other  counts  entirely  undisposed  of. 
That  this  verdict  being  thus  imperfect,  partial,  and  irrespon- 
sive to  the  issue,  and  consequently  illegal,  does  not  support 
the  judgment,  which  is  therefore  erroneous. 

The  first  bill  of  exceptions  states,  that  the  plaintiff  objected 
to  the  reading  of  the  deposition  of  Andrew  Arnold,  taken  for 
the  defendant,  on  the  ground  of  his  incompetency,  but  the 
objection  was  overruled,  and  the  deposition  read  to  the  jury. 
Arnold  was  at  one  time  plainly  interested  and  incompetent. 

In  order  to  meet  the  objection,  the  defendant,  by  his  16th 
interrogatory,  asks  the  witness,  "Are  you  interested  in  this 
case?  if  you  have  any  release -from  the  executrix  of  Joseph 
T.  Hicks,  please  mark  it,  and  enclose  it."  To  which  the  wit- 
ness answers,  "  I  am  not  interested  in  this  case ;  I  have  a 
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release  from  Mair  M.  Hicks,  tlic  surviving  executrix  of 
Joseph  T.  Hicks,  deceased,  wliich  is  marked  with  the  lettei' 
A,  and  is  hereto  attached."  By  reference  to  the  paper  Bet 
out  in  the  second,  it  appears  to  liave  been  attested  as  a  witr 
uess  by  one  John  Curan. 

*It  is  insisted,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that  the  r»oAo 
deposition  ought  not  to  have  been  read,  because  there  L 
was  no  legal  evidence  of  the  execution  of  the  release. 

1.  The  subscribing  witness  ought  to  have  been  produced, 
or  his  absence  accounted  for,  and  his  handwiiting  proved,  or 
other  proper  matter  shown,  to  let  in  secondaiy  evidence  of 
the  execution  of  the  deed.  This  rule  is  of  general  application 
to  all  instruments  attested,  or  appearing  to  have  been  attested, 
by  a  witness,  whether  produced  to  support  the  action,  or  used 
collaterally  in  evidence,  and  that  no  acknowledgment  of  the 
party,  however  solemn,  though  made  on  oath,  will  supply  the 
want  of  evidence  as  to  the  subscribing  witness.  2  Phillips, 
Ev.,  ch.  6,  p.  201  to  20S ;   Call  v.  Dunning,  4  East,  53. 

The  rule  is  very  well  and  forcibly  stated  by  Mr.  Starkie. 
1  Stark,  on  Ev.,  Part  2,  §  139,  p.  830. 

In  order  to  render  a  witness  competent  by  a  release,  it  must 
be  produced  and  proved  as  in  other  cases.  2  Stark.  Ev.,  Part 
4,  p.  769;  Corking  v.  Jarrard,  1  Campb.,  37;  and  it  is  then 
evidence  in  the  cause  for  all  purposes.  Starkie,  ut  wapra; 
Gihhont  v.  Wilcox,  2  Stark.  Cas.,  89. 

2.  There  is  no  evidence  of  the  execution  of  the  release  at 
all.  The  witness  says,  "  I  have  a  release,"  which  I  annex. 
He  does  not  swear  to  the  execution,  or  the  handwriting,  or 
the  acknowledgment  of  it.  Suppose  it  a  forgery,  how  could 
he  be  indicted  for  perjury? 

Another  bill  of  exceptions,  is  to  the  admission  by  the  Judge, 
of  A.  W.  Brien  as  a  witness  for  the  defendant.  Brien,  in  his 
voir  dire,  stated  that  he  was  the  husband  of  a  daughter  of 
Sarah  Curan,  to  whom,  by  tlie  will  of  defendant's  testator,  a 
legacy  was  given;  that  he  and  his  wife  had  received  $1500 
in  full  of  his  share  of  the  estate,  and  had  released  to  the  de- 
fendant. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  witness  was  liable  to  refund  to  the 
defendant,  and  without  her  release  was  not  competent. 
Moffit  V.  Lane,  2  Ired.  (N.  C),  254. 

The  same  bill  states  that  the  defendant  produced  an  ao- 
count-book,  kept  by  the  testator,  and  the  said  witness  having 
deposed  that  a  certain  portion  of  the  book  was  in  the  ban£ 
writing  of  John  R.  Hicks,  that  portion  of  the  account  was 
allowed  by  the  Judge  to  be  read  to  the  jury,  notwithstanding 
objectiou  taken  thereto  by  plaintiffs  counsel. 
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It  is  insisted,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  this  account 
was  not  competent  evidence,  because  tlie  said  John  R.  Hicks 
yfH-s  not  a  genersil  ^ent  of  plaintifT,  nor  hia  agent  to  state  the 
account,  nor  in  any  other  manner  bo  connected  with  the 
plaintiff  as  to  make  his  statement  evidence  against  plaintiff. 

By  the  third  bill  of  exceptions,  it  appears  that  the  defend- 
moAO-\  ant's  *testator  was,  in  1836,  the  agent  of  plaintiff  to 
J  receive  the  hires  of  certain  slaves,  owned  by  him  in 
Mississippi ;  that  he  collected  large  sums  on  account  thereof; 
that  he  afterwards  took  the  slaves  into  his  own  employment, 
as  hirer,  to  execute  a  contract  on  the  Mississippi  liailroad; 
tiiat  subaeiiuently,  in  1838,  having  formed  a  partnership  with 
one  Arnold,  lie  continued  the  slaves  in  the  employment  of 
this  firm  of  "  Hicks  &  Arnold." 

The  said  testator,  and  Hicks  &  Arnold,  being  thus  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff  in  a  large  amount,  Dr.  John  R.  Hicks,  a  neigh- 
bor of  plaintiffs  in  North  Carolina,  and  a  brother  of  the  testa- 
tor visited  Mississippi,  in  June,  1839,  to  collect  hires  due  for 
his  own  negroes,  and  took  with  him  a  letter  from  plaintiff, 
desiring  the  testator  to  send  him  whatever  was  due  him,  to 
the  amount  of  $12,000,  if  possible.  An  account  was  then 
stated,  showing  a  balance  due  jilaintiff,  1st  January,  1839,  of 
nearly  410,000.  The  testator  thereupon  drew  a  check  upon 
the  Missiiisippi  Railroad  Bank,  for  the  amount,  which  the 
witness  Arnold  deposes  was  received  by  John  R.  Hicks,  as 
plaintiffs  agent,  in  payment,  but  Hicks  himself  deposes  that 
he  had  no  authority  to  bind  the  plaintiff,  merely  acting  as  his 
friend.  The  said  testator  and  John  R.  Hicks  then  went  to 
Natchez,  to  make  further  arrangements  respecting  the  busi- 
ness, where  the  check  was  conveiled  into  a  certificate  of  de- 
posit for  the  same  amount,  dated  10th  Januar}%  1849,  and 
payable  with  eight  per  cent,  interest,  on  the  Ist  of  November 
following.     This  certificate  is  copied  in  the  record. 

It  was  proved,  by  the  deposition  of  Eli  Montgomery,  presi- 
dent of  the  bank,  that  this  certificate  was  not  issued  upon 
any  deposit,  but  in  settlement  of  a  debt  due  to  Hicks  & 
Arnold,  and  made  payable  on  the  first  of  November,  by  which 
day  it  was  supposed  the  bank  would  have  funds  to  meet  it; 
that,  in  March,  1840,  it  was  admitted  by  the  testator,  Andrew 
Arnold  and  the  plaintilT,  that  "  Hicks  &  Arnold  "  owed  plain- 
tiff a  large  debt,  for  the  hire  of  negroes,  and  had  sent  this 
certificate  to  him  on  account  of  their  debt,  and  that  plaintiff 
had  refused  to  accept  it  in  payment  or  satisfacUon  of  say  part 
of  the  debt;  that  Hicks  &  Arnold  were  bound  to  plaintiff  to 
pay  the  debt  (if  the  bank  did  not  pay  the  certificate)  in  the 
same  manner  nnd  to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  certificate  had 
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not  been  sent.  It  was  proved  that  the  credit  of  the  bank  had 
greatly  Bunk  at  the  Diiitnrity  of  the  certificate,  became  con- 
tinually worse,  and  by  April,  1840,  it  had  stopped  payment ; 
that  a  suit  was  brought,  by  concert  between  Hicks  &  Arnold 
and  plaintiff,  against  the  bank.  Hicks  &  Arnold  admitting 
their  own  liability,  and  no  satisfaction  was  ever  obtained  frotn 
the  bank. 

The  plaintifTa  counsel  prayed  the  judge  to  instruct  the 
jury : — (See  the  substance  of  the  prayer  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court.) 

•These  instructions  the  Judge  refused  to  give,  as  r«244 
prayed,  and,  by  the  instructions  actually  given,  he  *- 
manifestly  erred,  by  substantially  repudiating  proper  instruc- 
tions, and  by  leaving  to  the  jury  to  decide  questions  of  law 
which  be  ought  to  have  decided  himself. 

The  acceptance  of  the  certificate  by  plaintiff,  was  not  in 
law  an  extinguishment  of  the  debt,  unless  there  was  an  ex- 
press agreement  so  to  accept  it ;  and  the  burden  of  proof, 
that  the  certificate  was  given  and  received  as  a  satisfaction 
or  extinguishment  of  the  preceding  debt,  was  upon  the  de- 
fendant. 

A  bill,  01  note,  ^veu  for  a  preceding  debt,  is  not  deemed 
payment,  unless  so  expressly  ^reed,  or  it  lias  been  negotiated, 
and  is  outstanding  against  the  defendant,  Burden  v.  Ealton, 
4  Bing.,  454  ;  Rott  v.  Watson,  Id.,  273  ;  Raymond  v.  Merchant, 
8  Campb.,  147 ;  Owenson  v.  Mone.  7  T.  R.,  64 ;  Sickly  v. 
Hardy,  1  Taunt.,  312 ;  Mu»»en  v.  Price  et  al,  4  East.,  147. 
See  also  Greenwood  v.  Curtis,  6  Mass.,  358 ;  Johnson  v.  John- 
son, 11  Mass.,  361 ;  Murray  v.  Goverveur,  2  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
Gas.,  438 ;  Johnson  v.  Weed,  9  Johns.  (N.  Y.\  810. 

Nor  is  the  receipt  of  a  note  as  cash,  evidence  that  it  was 
taken  as  an  absolute  payment.  Tobey  v.  Barber,  5  Johns. 
(N.  Y.),  868. 

It  is  but  a  auspension  of  the  right  of  action,  until  the  ma- 
turily  of  the  note.  Putnam  v.  Lewis,  8  Johns.  (N.  Y.), 
889. 

In  the  absence  of  proof  that  a  draft  or  check  was  received 
in  absolute  payment,  it  is  regarded  but  as  a  means  whereby 
the  creditor  may  obtain  payment — as  payment  provisional iy. 
until  dishonored;  and  if  dishonored,  it  is  no  payment.  The 
People  V.  Howell,  4  Johns.  (N.  Y.),  296 ;  Cromwell  v.  Lovett, 
1  Hall  (N.  Y.),  66 ;  OlcoU  v.  Rathbone,  5  Wend.  (N.  Y.),  490 ; 
Everett  v.  CoUitu,  2  Campb.,  515 ;  Puc^ford  v.  Maxwell,  6 
T.  R.,  62. 

Whftt  is  true  of  notes,  checks,  and  bills,  is  true  also  of  the 
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certificate ;  and  yet  the  Judge  refused  the  instructions  prayed 
to  this  effect. 

The  Judge,  after  some  general  and  immaterial  statements 
of  the  duty  of  an  agent,  proceeds  to  leave  to  the  jury  to  decide 
what  was  reasonable  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
in  endeavoring  to  obtain  payment  of  the  certificate  from  the 
bank. 

But  what  diligence  is  reasonable,  is  a  question  of  law,  (the 
facts  of  the  case  being  asceiUined,)  to  be  decided  by  the 
Judge,  and  not  by  the  jury.  1  Stark.,  Part  S,  §  27,  page  414 ; 
Battle  V.  Little,  1  Dev.  (N.  C),  387. 

Besides,  the  rule  as  to  the  kind  of  diligence  necessary,  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  is  erroneous. 

The  bank,  at  the  maturity  of  the  certificate,  was  failing ; 
shortly  after,  stopped  payment.  Hicks  &  Arnold  paid  nothing 
for  the  certificate,  but  took  it  on  account  of  a  debt  which  the 
,24c-i  'bank  could  not  pay.  All  the  facts  were  fully  known 
J  to  them,  but  not  to  the  jilaintifF.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, nothing  but  such  gross  and  long-continued  negligence, 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff',  as  would  amount  to  a  fraud,  would 
discharge  Hicks  &  Arnold,  considered  as  guarantors.  Goring 
Sdmmds,  6  Bing.,  94.  19  E.  C.  L.,  14. 

This  case  is  to  be  tested,  not  by  the  rules  applying  to  nego- 
tiable instruments.  If  no  loss  was  sustained  for  want  of 
notice  or  suit,  want  of  notice  or  suit  does  not  affect  the  plain- 
tiffs right.  See  Shewell  v.  Knox,  1  Dev.  (N.  C),  412,  and 
cases  there  cited. 

Again,  the  Judge  informs  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was 
bound  by  the  act  of  Hicks,  his  agent,  "  if  ratified  "  by  him ; 
whereas,  he  should  have  informed  the  jury  what  acta  or  dec- 
larations of  plaintiff  would  amount  to  a  ratilication,  and  left 
them  to  decide,  as  their  proper  function,  whether  those  acts 
or  declarations  had  been  proved. 

The  Judge  ought  to  have  told  the  jury,  as  prayed  by  the 
plaintiff,  that  bringing  suit  on  the  certificate  to  the  first  court 
after  it  became  due,  &c.,  was  reasonable  diligence.  But  to 
leave  a  matter  of  law  to  the  jury,  is  itself  error.  Panton  v. 
Williams,  in  Error ;  2  Ad.  &  Ell.,  N.  S.,  169 ;  Beale  v.  Bober- 
son,  8  Ired.  (N.  C),  276. 

The  Judge  ought  to  have  instructed  the  jury  that  the  ac- 
knowledgment of  Hicks  &  Arnold,  after  the  certificate  fell 
due,  if  made  by  them,  was  evidence  that  it  was  not  taken  as 
absolute  payment,  &c.,  as  prayed  by  the  plaintiff. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error  made  the  following 
points. 
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1.  Joseph  T.  Hicks  was  the  agent  of  Downey,  and  even  if 
he  took  the  certificate  of  deposit  in  good  faith,  exercising  the 
care  which  a  prudent  man  should  do  in  the  management  of 
his  own  affairs,  he  could  not  be  held  liable  for  the  subsequent 
failure  of  the  hank.  He  had  reason  to  believe  the  bank  was 
solvent ;  and  as  the  certificate  bore  interest,  it  was  con- 
sidered better  than  specie  as  a  remittance. 

2.  The  proof  on  the  record  is  sufficient  to  show,  that  John 
R.  Hicks  was  the  agent  of  Dowoey  at  the  time  of  the  settle- 
ment in  1839,  but  the  subsequent  reception  of  the  certificate 
from  Dr.  John  Hicks,  by  Downey,  was  an  ample  satisfaction 
of  all  he  had  done,  even  if  he  had  no  power  to  make  the  set- 
tlement in  the  first  instance,  and  equivalent  to  an  original 
authority.  Story  on  Agency,  §  639 ;  Dunlap's  Pailey,  note 
O. ;  Lawrence  v.  Taylor,  5  Hill  (N.  Y.),  107,  113. 

3.  It  was  the  duty  of  Downey  to  have  dissented  from  the 
•arrangement,  and  refused  the  certificate  of  deposit  at  r«24(! 
the  time  it  was  tendered  to  him ;  but  at  all  events,  it  ^ 
was  groes  negligence,  and  not  a  reasonable  time,  to  wait  three 
or  four  years  without  notifying  J.  T.  Hicks  that  he  could 
not  receive  it  as  a  payment.  Pailey's  Arg.,  172,  n. ;  2  Kent, 
127  ;   Caines  v.  Bleeker,  12  Johns,  (N.  Y.),  800. 

4.  John  Hicks  proves  that  Downey  took  the  certificate  as 
absolute  payment;  and  being  thus  accepted,  was  a  good  dis- 
charge of  the  debt;  especially  as  it  was  in  the  name  of 
Downey.  Story  on  Contr.,  §  998;  2  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  623; 
Whitbeck  V.  Van  Ness,  11  Johns.  (N.  Y.),  409;  15  Id.,  241. 

Whether  it  was  accepted  in  satisfaction,  was  a  question  for 
the  jury.     15  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.),  162;  9  Johne.  (N.  Y.),  310. 

5.  The  rulings  of  the  court,  it  is  submitted,  were  correct. 
It  will  be  seen  that  the  questions  are  not  leading,  if  he  apply 
to  them  the  test  which  the  rules  of  evidence  establish  as  a 
criterion.     Greenl.  Ev„  §  434. 

It  will  he  admitted  t}iat  several  of  the  instructiona,  asked 
for  by  plaintiff,  did  not  apply  to  the  proof  in  the  record, 
especially  the  first.  It  is  submitted  that  the  instructions 
given  covered  every  legal  proposition  asked  for  by  the  plain- 
tiffs. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  was  brought  before  ua  by  a  writ  of  error  to  the 
Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  Mississippi. 

An  action  of  assumpsit  was  commenced  by  the  plaintiff,  on 
a  note  for  four  hundred  and  fifty-six  dollars,  and  a  large  sum 
for  the  hire  of  slaves. 

The  declaration  cont^ned  ten  counts,  to  which  the  defend- 
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ant  pleaded  non  atmmptit,  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  pay- 
ment, on  all  of  which  issues  were  joined.  The  jury  "  found 
for  the  defendant  upon  the  issues  joined  as  to  the  within  note 
of  four  hundred  and  fiftj-siz  dollars,  and  the  within  account." 
This  finding,  it  is  contended,  is  imperfect,  iiresponsiye  to  the 
issues,  and  does  not  dispose  of  the  whole  matter  submitted  by 
the  pleadings. 

A  verdict  is  bad  if  it  varies  from  the  issue  in  a  substantial 
matter,  or  if  it  finds  only  a  part  of  that  which  is  in  issue ;  and, 
though  the  court  may  give  form  to  a.  general  finding,  so  as  to 
make  it  harmonize  with  the  iaaue,  yet  if  it  appears  that  the 
finding  is  different  from  the  issue,  or  is  confined  to  a  part 
only  of  the  matter  in  issue,  no  judgment  can  be  rendered  upon 
the  verdict.  Patterson  v.  United  States,  2  Wheat.,  221.  The 
verdict  rendered  was  informal,  but  there  was  suSicient  to  au- 
thorize the  court  to  enter  it  in  form.  The  matter  in  contro- 
veray  was  the  note  stated  and  the  hire  of  the  negroes,  the 
*2471  ^'^'^*^''^  claimed  *for  which,  was  stated  in  an  account ; 
■'  and  on  both  these  the  jury  found  for  the  defendant,  on 
the  issues  joined.     We  think  this  was  sufficient. 

Andrew  Arnold,  a  copartner  of  the  testiitor,  was  offered  SB 
a  witness,  and  being  objected  to  on  the  ground  of  interest,  a 
release  was  given  in  evidence,  which,  on  its  face,  appeared  to 
be  duly  executed;  on  which  the  witness  was  sworn.  Objection 
is  made  that  the  execution  of  the  release  was  not  proved.  The 
answer  to  this  is,  that  there  was  no  exception  taken  to  the 
paper  on  that  ground. 

From  the  facts,  it  appears  that  Joseph  T.  Hicks,  now  re- 
presented by  his  executrix,  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  on 
the  10th  January,  1839,  on  a  settlement,  nine  thousand  seven 
hundred  and  ninety-nine  dollars  and  eighty-nine  cents,  for 
the  hire  of  negroes,  which  John  R.  Hicks,  the  friend  of 
Downey,  received  in  a  certificate  of  deposit  from  the  Missis- 
sippi Railroad  Bank,  situated  at  ffatchez,  payable  on  the  Ist 
of  November  ensuing,  for  which  he  executed  a  receipt.  He 
was  not  authorized  to  act  as  the  agent  of  Downey,  but  he 
acted  as  his  friend  in  the  business.  Being  assured  by  his 
brother,  Joseph  T.  Hicks,  and  others,  that  the  bank  was 
good,  (and  as  a  reason  for  this  opinion  it  was  stated  that 
wealthy  men  hsid  an  interest  in  the  bank,)  and  as  eight  per 
cent,  interest  was  paid  for  deposits,  the  certificate  was  pre- 
ferred, believing  it  would  be  satisfactoir  to  the  plaintiff. 
At  the  time  of  this  transaction  the  bank  was  indebted  to 
Joseph  T.  Hicks  and  Arnold,  for  labor  on  the  railroad,  a 
sum  exceeding  twenty  thousand  dollars.  The  mode  of  pay- 
ment was  by  drawing  a  check  on  the  bank  for  several  claims, 
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and  then  crediting  on  the  books  of  the  bank,  as  a  deposit,  the 
sum  due  to  each  claimant. 

In  February  ensuing,  when  John  R.  Hicks  returned  to 
North  Carolina,  where  he  and  the  plaintiff  resided,  he  handed 
over  to  Downey  the  certiiieate  of  deposit,  who  received  it, 
saying  he  would  have  preferred  the  gold  and  silver;  but 
said  nothing  further  in  repudiation  or  confirmiition  of  the 
act  of  Hicks.  In  a  letter  dated  8d  of  March,  1889,  from  J.  T. 
Hicks  and  Arnold,  to  the  bank,  they  say,  "We  have  ever 
entertained  the  kindest  feelings  towards  your  institution, 
and  every  disposition  of  indulgence  to  the  utmost  of  our 
ability.  The  time  has  now  arrived  when  ruin  awaite  us, 
from  a  total  iDability  to  use  your  post-notes  to  meet  our 
engagements;"  and  they  proposed  to  take  some  money  and 
negroes  for  the  money  due  them  from  the  bank,  or  to  take 
the  whole  in  negroes,  if  the  money  could  not  be  paid. 

For  a  short  time  after  the  date  of  the  certificate  of  deposit, 
the  bank  continued  to  pay  small  notes  in  specie,  but  evidence 
was  given  conducing  to  show  it  was  unable  to  meet  its 
'engagements,  and  that  in  a  short  time  it  failed.  Suit  rnoig 
was  brought  by  Downey  against  the  bank  on  the  cer-  ■- 
tificate  of  deposit,  in  the  spring  of  1840;  and  also  for  other 
sums,  due  him  from  Hicks  &  Arnold,  by  arrangements  with 
them.    But  nothing  could  be  recovered  from  the  bank. 

Evidence  was  offered  with  the  view  of  showing  that  Downey 
considered  the  certificate  of  deposit  aa  good,  and  that  he  said 
he  could  not  complain  of  Hicks,  in  receiving  the  certificate, 
aa  he  had  received  a  similar  one  on  his  own  account. 

Evidence  was  also  given  to  show  that  on  the  eleventh  of 
March,  1840,  Joseph  T.  Hicks  and  Arnold,  admitted  the  cer- 
tificate of  deposit  was  given  as  cnHateral  security,  and  that 
they  considered  themselves  bound  to  pay  the  debt  due  the 
plaintiff,  including  the  certificate  of  deposit,  and  other  de- 
mands. Evidence  was  also  given  to  explain  this  conversation 
as  referring  exclusively  to  other  demands,  not  including  the 
oertificate  of  deposit. 

The  testimony  being  closed,  the  plaintiff  prayed  the  court 
to  instruct  the  jury,  1.  That  the  acceptance  by  the  plaintiff 
of  the  certificate  of  deposit  for  a  precedent  debt  due  him  by 
Hicks  or  Hicka  &  Arnold,  was  no  payment  or  extinguishment 
of  such  debt,  unless  there  was  an  express  ^reement  to  accept 
it  aa  such  payment ;  and  to  take  the  risk  of  the  solvency  of 
the  bank. 

2.  That  the  certificate  of  a  bank  due  at  a  future  day,  like 
the  note  of  any  third  person,  if  given  for  a  preexisting  debt, 
ia  not  payment  and  discharge  thereof,  unless  specially  agreed 


248  SUPREME  COURT. 

Downey  o.  Hickt. 

to  be  SO  taken ;  and  if  a  receipt  in  full  be  given,  it  is  still  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  decide  whether  there  was  such 
an  agreement  or  not ;  and  that  unless  the  certi6cate  be  after- 
ward paid  by  the  bank,  it  ia  primd  facie  no  satisfaction  of 
the  preexisting  debt. 

3.  That  if  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  Hicks 
&  Arnold  or  Hicks,  after  the  maturity  of  the  certificate, 
admitted  their  liability  to  make  it  good,  such  admission  is 
evidence  that  the  certificate  was  not  taken  as  payment  abso- 
lutely, but  as  a  conditional  payment  only,  and  that  they  had 
notice  of  all  the  facts  necessary  to  hold  them  responsible. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  that  "  an  agent  is  bound  to  act 
in  accordance  with  his  authority,  to  make  his  acts  binding  on 
his  principal.  If  the  agent  exceeds  his  authority,  his  princi- 
pal IB  not  bound  by  his  act,  so  exceeding  his  authority,  unless 
the  principal  afterwards  ratify  his  acts.  If  a  principal,  after 
he  is  informed  what  his  agent  has  done,  ratify  his  acts,  he  is 
bound  by  the  acts  of  his  agents,  although  the  agent  may  not 
have  had  any  authority  to  do  the  act  so  ratified  at  the  time 
it  was  done.  An  act  done  as  an  t^ent  by  one  having  no  au- 
thority, it  is  obligatory  on  his  principal ;  if,  in  a  reasonable 
•2491  *'™®  after,  ne  is  fully  •informed  of  wliat  has  been  done, 
-■  he  does  not  object  thereto,  he  is  presumed  to  ratify  the 
acts,  and  is  bound  thereby." 

That,  "  if  Downey  received  the  certificate,  conditioned  that 
he  would  receive  the  money  in  discharge  of  the  debt,  if  the 
bank  should  pay  it,  then  Downey  was  bound  to  use  reason- 
able diligence  to  collect  the  money  due  on  the  certificate. 
Reasonable  diligence  consists  in  such  exertions  as  a  prudent 
man  would  use  in  his  own  case  in  the  collection  of  the  certifi- 
cate i  and  if  Downey  failed  to  use  such  diligence  to  collect 
the  money,  the  defendants  are  not  liable,  and  the  jury  should 
find  for  the  defendant." 

In  ordinary  transactions,  a  check  on  a  specie-paying  bank, 
payable  on  demand,  is  payment.^  And,  if  the  holder  of  the 
check  present  it  to  the  bank,  and  direct  the  amount  to  be 
placed  to  his  credit  as  a  deposit,  and  the  bank  should  fail,  the 
loss  would  be  the  depositor's.  The  deposit  was  at  his  option 
atid  for  his  benefit.     But  the  transaction  of  Downey  and 

*  Id  Tionmn   t.    Bank   of   Sn'Ciih  paid  to  the  finder  or  fraudulent  holder 

If,  Amtrica,  82  N.  Y.,  1,  it  ii  held  that  on  b  forged  indorsement  of  the  payee, 

where  a  debtor  payi  bii   debt  by  a  the  debtor  ie  not  discharged,  and  may 

check  to  the  order  of  his  creditor  or  be  again  called  upon  to  pay  hii  debt ; 

of  one  nominated  by  the  latter,  and  at  least  nnleas  the  check  was  tAken  in 

the  check  U  loit  by  or  fraudulently  absolute  payment  and  extinguiahment 

obtained  from  the  creditor,  and  ii  thereof. 
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Hickg  was  not  of  this  character.  Doctor  Hicks,  who  acted  for 
Downey,  was  not  authorized  to  make  the  arrangement ;  he 
acted,  in  his  own  language,  "  witbout  authority,  as  the  friend 
of  the  plaintiff."  There  was  no  money,  in  fact,  deposited  in 
the  banK.  It  was  indebted  to  J.  T.  Hicks  and  Arnold,  who 
were  in  partnership,  in  a  large  sum ;  and,  to  pay  Downey, 
Hicks  drew  a  check  for  the  amount,  which  was  charged  to 
his  account  in  bank,  and  a  certificate  of  deposit  for  the 
same  amount  was  given  to  Downey.  This  aiTangement  was 
strongly  recommended  by  the  debtor,  Hicks,  to  his  brother, 
the  friend  of  Downey.  Eight  per  cent,  was  allowed  on  the 
certificate  of  deposit,  which  was  payable  in  ten  months. 

A  note  of  the  debtor  himself,  or  of  a  third  party,  is  never 
considered  as  a  payment  of  a  precedent  debt,  unless  there  be 
a  special  agreement  to  that  effect.'  Had  Downey  received 
the  certificate  of  deposit  himself,  it  could  not  have  been  con- 
sidered a  payment  unless  it  was  so  agreed.  The  transaction, 
in  fact,  was  only  a  dealing  with  credits.  No  money  waa 
drawn  from  the  bank,  or  deposited  in  it.  By  the  certificate, 
the  credit  of  the  bank  was  given  in  addition  to  the  credit  of 
the  original  debtor.  Sucli  a  transaction,  without  a  special 
f^reement  to  receive  the  certificate  in  payment,  would  make 
it  a  collateral  security  only.  A  receipt  for  the  amount,  exe- 
cuted at  the  time,  would  not  affect  the  question.  In  this 
view,  it  was  error  in  the  court  not  to  give  the  first  and  second 
instructions  asked  by  the  plaintiff,  unless  the  charge  given 
substantially  embraced  the  points  stated. 

In  the  charge  given  it  is  nowhere  stilted  that,  to  make  the 
certificate  of  deposit  a  payment,  there  must  be  an  agreement 
to  that  effect.  The  jury  are  informed  that,  where  an  ^ent 
exceeds  *hi8  authority,  or  acts  witln)nt  authority,  the  r«2fio 
principal  is  not  bound,  unless  he  ratify  such  acts.    But  ^ 


eter  t.   Beotrlu,   10  Vet.,  payment.    When  default  ii  made  In 

688 ,  re^ifirmed  Bimic  of  United  Slalci  payment,  the  creditor  may  me  npon 

r.   Baxrig,   1    How.,   134 ;     Same   v.  tlie  original   demand,  and  bring  the 

Daniel,  12  Pet.,  83 ;   Lgnittn  r.  Bant  note  into  court  to  be  deiirercd  up  on 

o/*  Uniled  States,  12  How.,  226;  Qui-  trial.      And    so    saccoiatTe    renewal 

Unher  T,  Roberti,  2  W»«h.  C.  C,  181 ;  notes  are  aimply  extenaiona  from  date 

IVttd  Y.  SnoK,  3  McLean,  20b;  Alien  to    date  of    the    time    of   payment 

T.  A'lW,  4  Id.,   128;   Cooper  v.    Oibbt,  Jagger  Tron   Co.  V.    WaJker.76  N.   Y., 
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TliG  taking  by  a   creditor,  of   the  howeyer,  the  creditor  receive*   from 

debtor'i  note,  for  an  exiiting  indebt-  the  debtor  the  note  of  a  third  peraon, 
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evidence  of  the  debt,  and  lu  opera-  Life  Inturance  Co.,  69  H.  T.,  286. 
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the  jury  are  not  informed  w]mt  amotints  to  a  ratification. 
They  are  told,  where  acta  are  done,  of  which  the  principal  is 
informed  if  he  does  not  in  a  reasonftble  time  object  thereto, 
he  is  presumed  to  ratify  the  acts,  and  is  bound  thereby. 

This,  in  all  probability  misled  the  jury.  Doctor  Hicks,  in 
receiving  the  certificate  of  deposit,  did  not  pretend  that  he 
was  authorized  to  receive  it — much  less  that  he  waa  author- 
ized to  receive  it  as  payment.  The  receipt  of  the  certificate, 
under  such  circumstances,  by  Dowjiey,  without  any  express 
agreement  on  the  subject,  could  not  operate  as  payment.  In 
this  respect,  therefore,  unless  such  an  agreement  was  shown 
and  connected  with  this  part  of  the  charge,  it  was  erroneous. 

The  jury  were  instructed  that,  if  the  certificate  was  re- 
ceived on  condition,  the  deposit,  if  paid  by  the  bank,  should 
be  applied  as  payment,  Downey  was  bound  to  use  reasonable 
diligence.  But  the  jury  were  not  informed  what  that  kind 
of  diligence  was,  except,  "  that  it  consisted  in  such  exertions 
as  a  prudent  man  would  use  in  his  own  case  in  the  collection 
of  the  certificate."  Where  a  note  is  received  as  collateral 
security,  and  this  certificate  of  deposit  is  only  the  obligation 
of  the  bank,  and  does  not,  in  principle,  in  this  respect,  differ 
from  a  note,  the  holder  is  not  bound  to  active  diligence.  If 
the  note  have  an  indorser,  and  it  matures  in  his  hands,  he 
may  be  bound  to  take  such  steps  as  shall  charge  the  indorser 
88  a  bank  is  bound,  where  a  note  is  sent  to  it  for  collection. 
But  he  is  not  bound  to  bring  suit.  He  is  only  chai^able 
with  a  negligence,  which  shall  operate  to  the  injury  of  the 
owner  of  the  paper. 

As,  in  less  than  three  months  from  the  date  of  the  certifi- 
cate of  deposit  by  the  showing  of  the  defendant,  the  post- 
Dotes  of  the  bank  answered  him  no  valuable  purpose  in  sat- 
isfying the  demands  against  him,  there  is  no  ground  to  allege 
that  the  defendant  suffered  by  any  want  of  diligence  in  the 
plaintiff.  The  bank  was  insolvent,  if  not  when  the  certificate 
was  given,  before  it  became  due.  The  above  instruction  was 
erroneous. 

We  think  the  court  erred,  also,  in  refusing  to  give  the 
third  instruction,  as  prayed  by  the  plaintiff.  If  the  evidence 
showed,  after  the  maturity  of  the  certificate,  that  Hicks  & 
Arnold,  or  Hicks,  admitted  their  liability  to  make  it  good, 
the  jury  should  have  been  told  by  the  court,  that  if  they  be- 
lieved such  an  admission  was  made,  it  conduced  to  prove  that 
the  certificate  was  not  taken  in  payment. 

For  the  above  reasons,  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court 
is  reversed,  and  t^e  cause  is  remanded  for  further  proceedings. 
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Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  and  Mr.  Justice  GRIER  dissented. 
•Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  (Mr.  Justice  GRIER  cou-  ^gfii 

CUlTlIlg).  i- 

It  is  lay  opiuion,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court, 
ill'  this  ca«e,  should  be  affirmed,  upon  the  questions  raised  in 
the  argument,  1st,  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  finding  by  the 
jury,  as  being  responsive  to  all  the  issues,  or  otherwise ;  2dly, 
aa  to  the  admissibility  in  evidence  of  the  release  to  Arnold, 
iu  the  absence  of  the  subscribing  witness  to  that  release,  there 
is  an  entire  concurrence  amongst  the  Judges.  But  with  the 
views  announced  as  those  of  the  court  with  respect  to  the 
authority  aud  the  acts  of  Doctor  Hichs,  as  tlie  ^ent  of 
Downey,  aud  as  to  the  consequences  deducible  from  those 
acts,  I  am  constrained  to  disagree. 

And  here  1  must  remark,  that,  according  to  my  apprehen- 
sion of  the  evidence  upon  the  record,  as  to  the  authority 
vested  in  Doctor  Ilicks,  as  agent,  and  his  acts  under  that 
authority,  aud  with  respect  to  the  conduct  of  Downey,  as 
principal,  in  confirmation  of  those  aets,^that  evidence  has 
not  been  accurately  stated.  It  is  said  by  the  court,  that 
Doctor  Hicks  did  not  act  as  the  agent,  but  merely  as  the 
friend  of  Downey.  There  seems  to  be  some  difficulty,  and 
even  confusion,  in  this  attempt  to  discriminate  between  tliese 
two  chai-aeters.  True  it  is,  that  the  agent,  however  confided 
in,  does  not  always  prove  the  best  friend  of  his  principal ; 
but  it  is  equally  true,  that  the  piincijtal  would  rarely  select, 
aa  bis  agent,  one  whom  he  regarded  in  any  other  light  tlian 
that  of  a  friend.  But  the  record,  according  to  my  apprehen- 
sion of  the  evidence,  discloses  the  most  ample  and  explicit 
authority  to  Doctor  Hicks,  to  settle  the  claims  of  Downey 
upon  the  firm  of  Hicks  &  Arnold,  and  exhibits  instructions 
equally  clear  to  Doctor  Hicks,  to  transmit  to  Downey  the 
amount  which  this  agent,  upon  the  settlement  made  by  him, 
should  ascertain  to  be  owing  from  Hicks  &  Arnold  to  Downey. 
The  record  discloses  these  further  facts:  1.  The  settlement 
made  by  Doctor  Hicks  with  Hicks  &  Arnold  ;  2.  The  draw- 
ing of  a  check  by  these  persons  in  favor  of  Doctor  Hicks,  the 
agent,  upon  the  bank  at  Natchez,  for  the  amount  ascertained 
to  be  due  to  Downey ;  3.  The  presentation  of  that  check  by 
the  agent,  at  the  bank  of  Natchez ;  4.  The  proffer  by  the 
bank,  of  payment  in  specie  of  the  amount  of  the  check ;  and 
the  express  agreement  of  the  agent  with  the  bank,  to  com- 
mute that  check  and  proffer  of  immediate  payment  in  money 
for  a  certificate  of  deposit,  or  postuote,  payable  at  a  deferred 
period,  bearing  an  interest  of  8  per  centum.    So  much,  then, 
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for  the  acts  of  the  agent  in  virtue  of  the  authority  originally- 
vested  in  him ;  and  if  there  could  arise  a  doubt  as  to  their 
validity,  that  doubt  could  apply  only  to  the  tranBnintation  of 
the  demand  for  the  money  into  a  certificate  of  deposit,  or  de- 
■2S9T  ferred  payment,  bearing  interest.  But,supposing*there 
-'  had  been  room  for  doubt  in  this  respect,  on  the  ground 
that  the  agent  had  transcended  bis  power,  that  doubt  must 
be  entirely  dispelled  when  the  conduct  of  the  principal  is 
considered.  Upon  being  informed,  by  the  agent,  of  the 
measure  he  had  taken,  and  upon  having  the  certificate  trans- 
mitted to  him,  the  principal  said,  in  reply,  that  although  he 
would  have  preferred  a  payment  down  in  money,  yet  as  the 
agent  had  acted  for  himself  as  he  had  done  for  his  principal, 
he  could  not  find  feult  with  the  arrangement.  He  expressed 
no  apprehensions  as  to  the  prudence  or  safety  of  the  arrange- 
ment, but  ratified  it  expressly ;  and  in  fact  the  proof  is  clear, 
that  at  the  time,  and  for  some  months  after,  the  bank  was 
paying  specie;  and  that  its  certificates,  like  the  one  in  ques- 
tion, commanded  a  premium  in  the  market.  In  this  mode 
were  the  entire  proceedings  of  ttie  agent  explicitly  ratified. 

If  this  apprehension  of  the  testimony  be  correct,  then  it  is 
difficult  to  conceive  how  the  jury  could  have  been  misled  hy 
the  instructions  which  were  given  them  hy  the  court.  Indeed 
this  court,  so  far  as  those  instructions  covered  the  relation  of 
principal  and  agent,  have  not  questioned  the  correctness  of 
those  instructions.  But  it  is  said,  that  the  court  erred  in  the 
opinion  it  expressed  upon  the  subject  of  the  diligence  requi- 
site in  the  application  for  payment  of  the  certificate  of  deposit. 
Let  it  be  conceded  that  this  opinion  of  the  court  upon  the 
subject  of  reasonable  diligence  was  not  the  law ;  still  it  should 
not  affect  the  decision  in  this  case,  because  that  opinion  had 
no  connection  with  the  true  character  of  the  case,  which  de- 
pended upon  a  phiise  of  the  evidence  to  which  that  instruc- 
tion had  no  application,  and  could  not  influence.  If  the  agent 
of  Downey  was  authorized  to  settle,  and  had  settled  with  the 
debtors  of  Downey,  and  the  latter  had  accepted  from  his 
debtors  what  he  acknowledged  was  payment,  at  this  point 
the  transaction  closed;  and  unless  the  parties  making  pay- 
ment could  be  affected  by  showing  fraud  or  bad  faith,  the 
whole  matt«r  was  terminated  by  the  agreement  between  the 
parties.  Downey  had  an  indisputable  right  to  receive  pay- 
meat  in  any  medium  he  might  choose,  and  it  is  not  in  the 
power  of  a  court  to  control  his  first  choice  and  give  him  the 
right  to  a  second,  or  to  visit,  upon  those  who  nave  applied 
their  means  to  his  satisfaction,  and  by  so  doing  prevented 
270 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1852. 


De  Lane  et  al.  i>.  Moore  et  al. 


them  being  available  to  themselves  to  any  other  possible  pur- 
pose, the  niiachiefs  resulting  fi-om  his  choice. 

But  it  is  said  by  the  court,  that  Hicks  &  Arnold,  subse- 
quently to  the  failure  of  the  bank,  admitted  their  liability  to 
Downey  for  this  demand.  Here,  i^ain,  I  conceive  that  the 
evidence  in  this  cause  has  been  greatly  inisappreliended,  and 
that  a  correct  umWi-stauding  of  the  testimony  will  show  that 
the  *adniissiuu  which  has  been  brought  to  bear  upon  raoAQ 
this  transaction,  related  to  a  posteiior  and  wholly  dif-  '- 
ferent  liability  of  the  same  parties — to  a  transaction  in  which 
Hicks  and  Arnold  had  deposited  a  certificate  of  deposit  of 
this  bank  as  collatei-al  security  for  a  debt  froni  Arnold,  and 
that  security  turning  out  not  to  be  available,  they  held  them- 
selves bound  to  satisfy  the  demand  it  was  designed  to  secure. 
This  subsequent  transactiou  had  no  connection  whatever  with 
tliat  in  which  the  check  iu  question  was  given,  and  ou  which 
payment  in  money  was  proil'ered,  but  for  which  tlie  certificate 
of  deposit  was,  by  express  agreement  of  the  ^ent,  ratified 
by  hb  principal,  ^ken  in  full  satisfaction. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  tlie 
Soutliern  District  of  Mississippi,  and  was  argued  by  counsel. 
On  consideration  whereof,  it  Is  now  here  ordered  and  adjudged 
by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  Circuit  Court  in 
this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed  with  costs, 
and  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded  to 
the  said  Circuit  Court,  with  directions  to  award  a  venire  facias 
de  novo. 


Ph[lip  H.  De  Lane,  John  Ai.  Chiles,  Martha  C. 
Chiles,  John  E.  Lykes,  and  Grace  A.  Lykes,  Ap- 
pellants, V.  Andrew  B.  Moore,  and  Jamkb  L. 
(jORee,  Executors  of  James  L.  Gobeb,  Deceased. 

Where  an  antenuptial  contract  wu  atlefceil  tu  have  been  made,  and  Che  affida- 
vits ol  the  parlies  claiming  under  it  aliened  that  they  never  poiBewed  or 
saw  it;  that  they  hail  maile  dilifteiit  inquiry  fcir  it,  but  were  unable  to  learn 
its  preeetit  existence  or  pinec  of  exialcnee ;  that  inijuiry  had  been  made  of 
the  (juardian  of  ntic  of  the  childrpii,  who  said  that  he  had  never  been  in 
pnsBpsBicin  of  it,  and  did  not  know  where  it  wae ;  that  inquiry  had  been  made 
at  the  retordioK  offlees  in  vain,  anil  Hint  the  affiants  lielieved  it  to  be  Lost; 
seeondary  proof  of  its  contents  ou|ilit  lo  have  been  admitted, 

Whether  recorded  or  nol,  it  waa  binding  upon  tlie  parties.    If  recorded  within 
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the  time  preBcribed  by  statute,  or  if  rescknowledged  and  recorded  «fte^ 
trardi,  notice  would  thereb;  have  been  given  to  alt  penonB  of  its  effect. 

If  it  mis  re{(uiarl7  recorded  in  one  State,  and  the  propert^r  upon  which  it  acted 
was  renioTed  to  another  State,  the  protection  of  the  contract  would  follow 
the  property  into  the  State  into  which  it  wa«  removed. 

But  where  no  suit  was  brouglit  until  eight  or  nine  yean  after  the  death  of  the 
husband,  and  then  the  one  which  was  brought  was  diimissed  for  want  of 
prosecution ;  another  suit  againat  the  executors  who  had  divided  the  prop- 

Thi8  was  an  appeal  frgm  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Middle  District  uf  Alabama. 
*2^41     *'^^^  ^^'^  ^  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  Traa  argued  by  Mr.  Johnson  and  Mr.  Butler,  for  the  ap< 
pellaiits,  and  Mr.  Bradley  aud  Mr.  Bavidge,  for  the  appellees. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellants,  after  stating  the  case,  pro- 
ceeded: 

It  appears  irom  the  record  that  the  defendants  objected  to 
the  reading  of  the  papers  of  the  marriage  settlement,  because 
the  affidavits  of  the  complainants  did  not  make  out  such  a 
case  of  the  loss  or  destruction  as  would  dispense  with  the 
production  of  the  original.  The  objection  was  sustained  by 
the  presiding  Judge.  By  the  ruling  of  the  Judge,  the  com- 
plainante'  bul  was  ordered  to  be  dismissed. 

It  is  submitted,  that  the  ruling  of  the  Judge  was  errone- 
ous; and  if  it  should  be  sustained  here,  the  complainants 
must  fail  in  any  attempt  to  recover  their  rights,  because  they 
cannot  be  allowed  to  introduce  the  only  evidence  on  which 
they  rest. 

The  evidence  offered  by  the  complainants,  and  rejected  by 
the  court,  was  both  competent  and  eufhcieut  to  satisfy  a 
Judge,  when  discretion  must,  on  sueli  questions,  regulate  his 
judgment;  and  especially  so  in  the  clianceiy  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  where  it  is  usual  to  receive  with  a  liberal  latitude  sub 
modo  at  leaat,  all  evidence  that  can  lead  to  a  competent  judg- 
ment on  the  rights  of  the  parties.  The  bill  was  filed  by  those 
who  were  seeking  their  rights  by  discovery,  and  against  the 
acts  of  those  who  had  a  temptation  to  destroy  the  evidence 
against  them.  But  it  is  submitted,  that  the  question  has 
been  authoritatively  ruled  by  the  court ;  and,  according  to 
the  adjudged  cases  on  the  same  subject  in  Alabama,  where 
this  case  was  tried,  the  evidence  rejected  should  have  been 
admitted.     Tayloe  v.  Riggs,  1  Pet.,  591,  596  ;  a.  c,  9  Whart. 

I  See  notes  to  McKnighl  v.  TagloT,    139;    Wagner  t.   Bmrd,  T   Id.,  234; 
1  How^  161 ;  Bvamm  r.  Wathai,  Id.,     Fsaos  v.  WiUiamt,  8  Id.,  194. 
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(Pa.),  488 ;  Wtim  v.  Patterson,  9  Pet.,  663,  676  ;  8.  c,  6  Pet, 
283,  240,  242 ;  Sturdevant  v.  Gaines,  6  Ala.,  435 ;  Slerge  v. 
Clapton,  6  Ala.,  589. 

If  the  evidence  rejected  by  the  Judge,  as  to  the  reading  of 
the  marriage  settlemeut,  should  have  been  received,  as  we 
tliiuk  it  should,  then  it  may  become  necessary  to  bring  in  re- 
view the  questions  made  by  the  defendants'  answer. 

Was  the  marriage  settlement  duly  and  legally  recorded  in 
South  Carolina?  By  the  laws  of  South  Carolina  (see  act  of 
1786  and  1823)  marriage  settlements,  according  to  the  first 
act,  are  required  to  be  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary 
of  State,  and  by  the  second  act,  also,  in  the  office  of  the  Keg- 
ister  of  Mesne  Conveyances,  within  three  months  after  their 
execution,  otheirwise  they  will  be  regarded  as  void  at  law. 
The  marrif^e  settlement,  in  this  case,  was  executed  on  the 
20th  May,  and  if  *recorded  before  the  20th  of  August,  rtop-ci 
would  have  been  duly  recorded,  according  to  the  re-  '■ 
quirements  of  the  act  of  1786.  It  appears  from  Guiguard's 
official  certificate,  that  the  paper  was  recorded  in  the 
Register  of  Mesne  Conveyances,  on  the  8l8t  day  of  July, 
1816,  the  day  on  which  it  was  proved  by  Young,  one  of  the 
witnesses  to  it. 

The  certificate  of  Arthar,  the  depnty  Secretary  of  State,  is 
not  definite  as  to  the  time  when  the  piij)er  was  recorded  in 
the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  Stale,  There  is  no  doubt,  how- 
ever, that  it  had  been  first  recorded  in  that  office,  as  such 
should  have  been  done,  according  to  the  act  of  1786  (which 
is  the  only  act  affecting  thin  case).  We  think  such  must  be 
the  conclusion  of  the  court,  as  scarcely  any  other  fair  infer- 
ence could  be  drawn  from  the  premises.  If  such  should  be 
the  holding  of  the  court,  a  second  proposition  arises,  was  it 
necessary  that  it  should  have  been  recorded  in  Alabama? 

According  to  the  tenor  of  the  decisions  of  this  court,  it  was 
not  necessaiT  that  there  nhonld  be  such  a  recording  to  protect 
the  rights  of  the  oomplainantti  against  the  claims  of  a  subse- 
quent purchaser. 

"  A  marri}^  settlement  or  deed,  in  favor  of  the  wife,  didy 
executed  and  recorded  in  Virania,  will  he  good  against  the 
creditors  in  the  District  of  Colunibia,  although  they  may  have 
had  no  expi-ess  notice."  Bajik  v.  Lee,WFet.,119,12(i.  Such 
has  been  the  current  of  decisions  in  South  Carolina  and  Ala- 
bama. 

But  the  complainants  have  a  right,  from  the  proof  in  the 
record,  to  take  refnge  in  the  equity  of  tlieir  rights. 

According  to  the  evidence  of  W.  R.  Hamilton,  Gore©,  the 
testator  of  defendants,  who  seems  to  have  been  a  shopkeeper. 
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purchased  the  slave  in  queBtion,  with  express  notice  of  com- 
plainants' title,  by  the  marriage  settlement  of  their  mother 
■with  Yancey.  The  testimony  of  Hamilton  was  duly  taken ; 
for,  if  defectively  taken  in  the  first  instance,  the  defendants 
had  an  opportunity,  and  were  required,  to  retake  it,  if  they 
chose,  by  an  express  agreement  of  the  parties. 

Such  being  uieir  condition — that  is,  purchasers  with  ex- 
press notice — he,  Goree,  took  the  property  subject  to  the 
acknowledged  claims  of  the  complainants,  and  having  taken 
Tinder  their  title,  he  should  not  be  allowed  to  claim  against 
it. 

The  doctrine  of  notice  is  well  established.  He  who  ac- 
quires a  legal  title,  having  notice  of  the  prior  equity  of  an- 
other, becomes  a  trustee  &r  that  other  to  the  extent  of  his 
equity.     1  Cranch,  100. 

If  a  man  will  purchase,  with  notice  of  another's  right,  giv- 
ing a  consideration  will  not  av^  him.  2  Bridgm.  Dig.,  Vend- 
ors and  Purchasers,  IX.,  691. 

•S.'ifil  *With  respect  to  the  operation,  of  the  statute  of 
-'  limitations  upon  cases  of  trust  in  equity,  the  distinc- 
tion is,  if  the  trust  be  constituted  by  aot  uf  the  parties,  the 
possession  of  the  trustee  is  the  possession  of  cettui  que  trusty 
and  no  length  of  such  possession  will  bar ;  but  if  a  party  is 
constituted  a  trustee  by  the  decree  of  a  court  of  equity 
founded  on  fraud,  or  the  like,  his  possession  is  adverse,  and 
the  statute  of  limitations  will  run  from  the  time  that  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  fraud  were  discovered.  2  Bridgman, 
Dig.,  252. 

In  the  case  of  Miller  v.  Kershaw,  marriage  settlement  %as 
held  void  at  law ;  in  equity,  however,  the  party  claiming 
under  the  settlement,  would  be  protected  ^vhere  the  pur- 
<^aser  had  actual  notice  of  the  settlement.  Bayley,  Eq., 
481. 

If  the  foregoing  propositions  can  he  sustained,  another 
question  arises,  and  that  is,  can  the  defendants  claim  to  be 
protected  by  the  statute  of  limitations  ?  The  complainants 
allege,  in  their  bill,  that  they  were  minors  at  the  death  of 
their  mother,  and  could  not  assert  their  rights,  under  the 
marriage  settlement,  as  remaindermen,  after  the  death  of 
Yancey,  their  step-father.  They  aver,  furthermore,  that  they 
were  ignorant  as  to  the  time  of  Yancey's  death,  from  their 
distant  and  separated  situations.  It  is  also  stated  expressly 
in  their  bill,  (and  it  is  a  bill  of  discovery,)  that  they  were 
not  informed  as  to  the  time  when  a  fraud  had  been  com- 
mitted upon  their  rights,  to  wit,  when  Yancey  sold,  and 
Goree  purchased,  with  a  full  disolosure  and  knowledge  of 
274 


DECEMBER  TERM,   1852.  256 

De  Lane  ft  al.  if.  Moore  et  al. 

their  title.  This  reduces  the  parties  to  the  relation  of 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trunt,  and  exempts  the  complainant 
frum  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Purchaser  from  mortgagor,  with  notice,  cannot  cl^m  by 
possession  against  a  mortgt^e.  Thayer  v.  Craner,  1  McCord 
(S.  C),  895. 

Court  of  Equity,  bound  by  statute,  u\Mn  legal  title  and  de- 
mands,  except  in  cases  which  are  excei>ted  uj)on  purely 
equitable  principles,  such  as  trust,  fraud,  &c.  Van  Hhyn  v. 
Vincent,  1  McCord  (S.  C),  314. 

In  cases  of  fraud,  it  runs  from  the  time  the  fraud  has  been 
discovered.     Id.,  4  Dessaus.  (S.  C),  480. 

If  one  iutrudcB  upon  the  rights  of  an  infant,  and  takes  the 
profits,  he  will  be  treated  as  guardian.  His  character  is 
fiduciary ;  the  statute  of  limitations  is  inap]>licHbte ;  and  lapse 
of  time  will  not  bar  account.  Ouodhue  v.  Barnwell,  Kice 
(S.  C.)  Eq..  239. 

The  ruling  of  the  Judge  below  was  evidently  in  reference 
to  a  single  question,  in  which  he  clesnly  was  in  error.  But, 
independently  of  his  decision,  it  may  become  the  plaintiffs  to 
satisfy  this  court  that,  if  he  had  all  these  questions  before 
him,  the  'defendants,  in  any  point  of  view,  would  raocT 
have  been  entitled  to  a  decree  in  their  favor.  '- 

Therefore  it  becomes  the  complahtants  to  show  that  they 
were  entitled  to  a  decree  in  their  favor,  upon  the  entire 
merits  of  their  case. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellees  made  the  following  points : 

First  point  omitted. 

II.  The  court  was  right  in  rejecting  the  copy  of  the  mar- 
riage contract. 

f.  The  afSdavits  of  the  complainants  were  insufficient  to 
prove  the  loss  of  the  original,  which  they  had  never  seen, 
and  which  had  never  been  seen  by  any  witness  in  the  cause. 

The  foundation  that  is  the  existence  of  an  original,  was 
not  laid,  unless  it  is  shown  by  the  cojiy. 

This  distinguishes  it  from  the  case  of  Winn  v.  Patterson, 
(9  Pet.,  663,)  and  all  the  other  cases ;  5  Pet.,  223,  et  al. 

2.  If  this  foundation  was  laid,  they  do  not  show  a  search 
for  the  original  such  as  is  required  by  the  court. 

They  state  where  they  have  searched ;  but  Yancey  removed 
from  South  Carolina  to  Alabama,  carrying  the  personal  prop- 
erty with  him.  His  right,  according  to  the  theory  of  com- 
plainants, depended  ujKtn  this  agreement.  He  would  have 
carried  it  with  him.    It  would  have  been  among  his  papers. 
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There  was  uo  search  there.    See  the  cases  cited  on  appel- 
lant's brief. 

3.  The  copy  from  the  records  in  South  Carolina  cannot 
rest  on  the  piiiiciple  of  an  ancient  deed.  The  possession  and 
acts  of  Yancey,  as  represented  by  complainaute,  were  incon- 
sistent with  any  limitation  on  ms  title,  and  therefore  with 
this  deed.  Nor  does  the  rule  apply  to  copies,  unless  some 
(»ther  proof  of  the  existence  of  the  deed  is  given.  There 
must  bie  proof  aliunde  that  there  was  an  original.  Winn  t. 
Patterion,  9  Pet.,  675-6,  and  the  cases  cited  by  appellant. 

4.  The  affidavit  of  Lykes  and  wife  was  properly  rejected 
by  the  court;  and,  in  order  to  lay  the  foundation  for  the 
secondary  proof,  all  the  complainants  should  have  pui^ed 
themselves  from  any  concealment  or  laches. 

III.  The  copies  could  only  be  admitted  on  the  ground  of 
their  having  been  duly  and  lawfully  recoi-ded  in  South  Caro- 
lina. 

1.  The  title  is  set  up  in  a  married  woman  residing  in  Ala- 
bama, in  personal  property,  openly  under  the  control  of  her 
husband,  which  title  depends  on  a  marriage  contract  made  in 
South  Carolina.  The  case  of  Lee  v.  The  Bank  of  the  United 
StaUa  (13  Pet.)  shows  that  such  a  title  may  be  supported, 
,060-1  *notwith3tanding  there  is  no  record  in  Alabama,  nor 

-'  any  badge  or  token  to  distinguish  it  fi'om  the  general 
property  of  the  husband. 

If  the  action  had  been  in  the  State  Court,  the  law  of  South 
Carolina  must  have  been  proved,  as  any  other  fact  in  the 
cause.  But  this  court  has  snid,  in  Leland  v.  Wilkinion  (6 
Pet.)  and  Ovrittgi  v.  Hull  (9  Pet.)  that  the  general  laws  of 
the  several  States  will  b«  judicially  noticed  in  the  courts  of 
the  United  States. 

We  are,  then,  to  inquire  what  the  law  of  South  Carolina 
was  in  1816?  It  required  the  record  to  be  made  within 
three  months  after  the  date  of  the  deed,  and  after  the  execu- 
tion had  been  proved  according  to  law,  in  the  office  of  the 
Secretaiy  of  State  only. 

This  disposee  of  the  copy  from  the  Richland  district. 

2.  No  statute  of  South  Carolina  is  produced,  showing  how 
the  deed  was  to  be  proved.  But,  admitting  that  this  deed 
was  executed  and  proved  according  to  law,  the  proof  of  the 
recording  does  not  sustain  the  claim. 

The  law  of  South  CuiTlina  will  be  found  in  James's  Dig., 
275-6 ;  2  Brev.  Dig.,  45-(J ;  6  Stat,  at  L.,  App.,  686-7 ;  and  5 
Stat,  at  L.,  203. 

That  law  required  the  record  to  be  made  witiun  tjiroe 
months,  or  the  deed  was  void. 
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One  of  tliese  copies  appears  to  have  been  recorded  on  the 
31st  of  July,  1816,  in  the  Richland  office  ;  the  other,  between 
the  SOth  of  July  and  the  14th  of  November,  in  the  Secre- 
tary's office.  The  presumption,  then,  iB,  that  the  former  was 
iiret  recorded ;  for  it  could  hardly  be  that  it  was  recorded  in 
this  last  office  on  the  SOth,  and  in  ttie  former  on  the  3l8t. 

Again;  the  law  authorizing  the  record  in  the  Register's 
office,  was  not  passed  until  1823.  How,  then,  came  this  deed 
to  be  recorded  there  seven  years  in  anticipation  of  such  a 
law?  Is  it  not  evident  that  the  parties  placed  it  there  first, 
by  mistake,  and,  discovering  their  error,  afterwards  had  it 
placed  in  the  Secretary's  office?  Then,  when  was  it  put 
there?  They  must  show  it  was  within  three  months  after  its 
date.     They  have  failed  to  do  so. 

So  that  whether  the  affidavits  were,  or  not,  sufficient  to 
admit  the  secondary  proof,  the  secondaryproofitself  is  wholly 
insuHicient,  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  complainants  to  show 
the  record  under  the  statute. 

IV.  The  defendants  have  pleaded  the  statute  of  limitations 
of  six  years. 

It  would  be  a  complete  bar,  in  any  action  st  law.  Aik. 
Dig.  tit.  Limitation,  p.  270,  271. 

The  disabilities  are  coverture,  infancy,  non  compoa,  and  ab- 
sence of  defendant  beyond  seas. 

*In  this  case,  the  slave  was  sold  in  1821 ;  the  cov-  r«2eo 
erture  terminated  in  1828;  the  husband  survived  to  *- 
■  1834,  with  the  right  of  possession  and  enjoyment  only.  In 
1834,  complainants'  right  was  complete,  if  they  had  any. 
The  youngest  must  have  been  of  full  age  in,  or  before,  the 
year  1837.  They  are  all  children  of  the  widow  De  Lane,  be- 
fore her  marri^e  with  Yancey,  in  1816.  A  suit  in  Equity 
E^ainst  these  defendants  was  pending  in  1843,  for  this  very 
property,  and  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecution.  It  was  as 
if  it  had  never  existed.  In  1847,  when  this  suit  began,  more 
than  twice  the  period  of  limitation  had  elapsed  since  the 
right,  if  any,  accrued. 

Courts  of  Equity  will  not  encourage  such  demands.  There 
must  be  some  diligence,  some  activity,  some  movement,  by 
the  party.  Piatt  v.  Vattier,  9  Pet.,  405 ;  McKnight  v.  Tay- 
loT,  1  How.,  161. 

V.  Such  activity  was  peculiarly  necessary  in  this  ease.  It 
is  a  suit  against  executors,  bound  to  close  their  office  with 
reasonable  despatch.  A  suit  pending  against  them  in  1843, 
bad  been  dismissed.  They  had  gone  on  to  settle  their  trust; 
the  debts  had  been  paid,  and  the  assets  distributed,  when  this 
suit  was  brought,  and  courts  of  equity  will  protect  them. 
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The  claim  should  have    been    presented  within    eighteen 
months.     Aik.  Dig. ;  Clay,  Dig.,  195,  §  17. 

VI.  Finally,  the  preaumptious  of  fact  are  all  agunst  the 
claim  set  up. 

The  marriage  contract  authorizes  a  sale  by  the  husband, 
with  the  consent  of  the  wife.  They  are  residing  together, 
apparently  in  not  a  very  prosperous  condition,  and  both  pur- 
chase, for  their  own  support  and  the  supirort  of  their  family, 
(of  these  very  complainants,)  the  goods  of  the  defendants' 
testator.  They  are  unable  to  pny  for  them,  and  one  or  both 
of  them  sell  the  slave  to  liim  for  these  very  thingH.  Honesty 
and  fair  dealing  required  that  the  wife  should  out  of  her 
means  aid  the  husband  in  Bupporting  the  children  of  her  prior 
marriage,  and  this  court  will  presume  that  she  did  what  com- 
mon honesty  required  of  her,  and  that  she  did  unite  in  the 
sale.  At  all  events,  it  was  a  sale  and  delivery  of  possession 
made  in  her  lifetime  for  her  benefit,  and  this  court  could 
compel  her  to  ratify  it  nfiw  if  she  had  not  done  bo  before. 

This  contract  was  made  in  South  Carolina  in  1816 ;  the 
parties  removed  to  Aliibania  before  1820.  It  is  to  be  inter- 
preted by  the  laws  then  in  force  in  South  Carolina. 

In  1811,  (^H'ljw/  V.  Smith,  3  Dessaus.  (S.  C),  417, 456,  457, 
462,  468,)  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  that  State  declared  the 
common  law  of  England  was  nut  applicable  to  cases  of  mar- 
ried women  having  separate  estates  in  that  State.  This 
was  followed  by  Carter  v.  Everleigk,  4  Dessaus.,  19,  and 
Jame»  v.  Mayiant-,  Id.,  591. 

•2601  'Froii  these  cases  it  appears — 1st.  That  a  married 
J  woman,  having  a  separate  estate,  can  only  change,  en- 
cumber, or  dispose  of  it,  strictly  according  tn  the  provisions 
of  the  settlement.  2d.  That  an  estate  limited  to  the  joint  use 
of  husband  and  wife  during  coverture,  with  power  to  her  to 
dispose  of  it  by  deed  or  will,  and  to  go  to  her  sole  and  abso- 
lute use  in  case  of  her  surviving  him,  is  a  separate  estate. 
3d.  The  separate  estate  will  be  liable  for  debts  contracted  for 
the  purposes  for  which  it  was  created. 

lu  this  case  the  conditions  necessary  to  raise  a  separate  es- 
tate to  her  out  of  the  joint  estate,  do  not  exist. 

1.  There  is  no  power  of  disiiosition  given  to  her,  but  it  is 
given  to  the  husband  only  with  her  consent. 

2.  Tliere  is  no  sole  and  absolute  use  reserved  to  her;  but  the 
right  of  survivorship,  without  anyi)Ower  of  disposal,  is  mutual. 

3.  The  debt  in  this  case  was  contracted  for  the  purposes  of 
the  trust,  and  on  the  credit  of  the  tru.st  estate. 

The  cases  of  Cooke  v.  Kennedy  and  Smith,  (12  Ala.,  42)  ; 
Bender  v.  Reynolda,  (15  Ala.,  446,)  are  directly  in  point,  that 
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such  an  estate,  with  the  property  in  the  possession  of  the  hus' 
band,  is  subject  to  the  husband's  debts.  See  also  Moaa  v. 
SfcOalU  12  Ala.,  680. 

Here  acquiescence  may  be  inferred.  iSquare  v.  Dean,  4 
Bro.  C.  C,  326 ;  Bereaford  v.  Ar.  Bis.  Annagh,  13  Sim.,  648. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  appellants,  in  the  year  1847,  tiled  their  bill  in  the  court 
aforesaid  (gainst  the  a)ipellees,  seeking  of  them  a  discovery 
as  to  certain  slaves  charged  to  have  come  to  the  possession  of 
their  testator,  and  also  an  account  and  a  recovery  of  the  value, 
increase,  hires,  and  profits  of  those  slaves,  and  claiming  bj 
name  a  negro  woman  named  Linda  or  Linder,  together  with 
her  children. 

The  bill  charges  that  in  the  year  1816,  Mrs.  Ann  Wood  De 
Lane,  a  widow  lady  residing  in  the  State  of  South  Carolina, 
and  possessed  of  valuable  real  estate,  and  of  sundry  slaves, 
being  about  to  intermarry  with  one  John  Yancey,  an  antenup- 
tial contract  was  entered  into  and  executed  between  these 
parties.  The  stipulations  in  this  contract,  which  is  made  an 
exhibit  with  the  bill,  are  to  the  following  effect :  That  "  all 
the  estate  of  the  said  Ann,  real  and  personal,  should  be  and 
remwn  for  the  joint  use,  support,  and  enjoyment  of  the  said 
John  and  Ann  during  their  joint  lives,  and  to  the  survivor  of 
them  during  his  or  lier  life ;  that  the  same  should  be  free 
from  any  deLts,  dues,  demands,  or  contracts  of  said  Yancey, 
unless  it  should  be  under  the  following  restrictions :  That  the 
sud  John  Yancey  *Bhould  not  have  the  right  to  dis-  r^oftA 
pose  of  any  portion  of  the  estate  or  property,  real  or  '■ 
personal,  unless  the  said  Ann  should  consent  thereto.  That 
the  said  John  should  have  the  right  to  dispose  of  the  property 
upon  his  obtaining  such  consent.  That  the  said  Ann  should 
have  the  right  of  granting  or  withholding  her  consent  without 
resorting  to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity,  or  to  the  interven- 
tion of  a  trustee.  That  all  transfers  by  the  said  John  of  any 
portion  of  the  property  with  the  consent  of  the  said  Ann, 
should  he  valid,  whether  made  for  his  separate  use  and  bene- 
fit, or  for  the  joint  use  of  himself  and  wife  ;  and  that  the  said 
John  should  not  be  compellable  to  settle  any  equivalent  for 
property  so  transferred,  unless  there  should  be  a  stipulation 
between  the  parties  to  that  effect.  That  all  of  the  estate, 
real  or  personal,  which  should  remain  undisposed  of  during 
the  joint  lives  of  the  parties,  should  be  for  the  use  and  bene- 
fit of  the  survivor ;  and  at  hia  or  her  death  should  be  equally 
divided  amongst  all  the  children  of  the  said  Ann,  both  of  this 
and  of  the  former  marriage.     That  none  of  the  aforesaid  es- 
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tate,  real  or  personal,  should  be  liable  for  any  debts,  judg- 
ments, or  executions,  that  might  be  iu  existence  at  the  dxXa 
of  the  contract,  oi  at  any  tirae  thereafter  f^inst  the  said 
John,  unless  by  mutual  consent  of  the  parties.  The  bill 
further  charges  that  the  marriage  having  tAen  place  between 
the  said  Ann  Wood  De  Lane  and  John  Yancey,  they  removed 
to  the  State  of  Alabama,  where  the  said  Ann  liaving  died,  the 
said  Yancey,  who  survived  her,  sold  to  James  L.  Goree,  de- 
ceased, either  during  the  lifetime  or  after  the  death  of  the  said 
Ann,  but  without  her  consent,  and  in  violation  of  the  antenup- 
tial i^eement,  several  of  the  slaves  mentioned  in  that  agree- 
ment. That  the  said  Philip  H.  De  Lane,  Martha  Chiles,  and 
Grace  Lykes,  who  aie  the  children  of  Ann  W.  De  Lane,  by 
her  first  marriage,  and  her  only  heirs,  were,  at  the  date  of  the 
sale  aforesaid  by  Yancey,  infants  of  tender  years. 

The  bill  makes  no  persons  defendants,  and  seeks  relief 
against  none  others,  except  the  s^d  Andrew  B.  Moore,  and 
James  L.  Goree,  the  executors  of  James  L.  Goree,  deceased. 

The  respondents  deny  all  personal  knowledge  of  a  purchase 
of  slaves  by  their  t«stator,  of  Yancey,  but  state  that  they  have 
been  informed,  and  believe,  that  the  decedent  did,  in  his  life- 
time, and  in.  the  lifetime  of  Ann  W.  Yancey,  obtain  from  the 
said  John  Yancey,  in  the  year  1822,  a  negro  woman  slave, 
named  Lindy,  and  her  ohild  Becky,  in  payment  of  a  store  ac- 
count contracted  with  the  decedent,  whilst  a  merchant  in 
Alabama,  by  said  John  and  Ann  Yancey,  for  suear,  coffee, 
pork,  butter,  clothing,  and  other  necesBaries  for  the  support 
of  the  said  John  and  Ann,  and  of  the  complainants,  the  chil- 
*2621  ^'^^'^  '^^  ^^  ^'^  Ann,  *and  of  the  slaves  conveyed  in 
-'  the  marline  settlement.  The  respondents  deny  that 
any  slave  mentioned  in  that  agreement,  except  the  woman 
Lindy,  ever  came  to  the  possessioa  of  their  testator,  and  after 
naming  the  ofispring  of  Lindy,  they  aver  that  this  female  slave 
and  her  ofbpring  were  never  held  by  the  respondents  in  any 
other  right  than  as  the  executors  of  James  L.  Goree,  de- 
ceased; that  long  before  the  institution  of  this  suit,  the  re- 
spondents, as  such  executors,  had  delivered  over  to  the  dis- 
tributees of  their  testator,  all  the  slaves  held  by  them,  had 
settled  their  account  as  executors,  and  received  a  discharge, 
viz.,  on  the  2d  day  of  January,  1846.  Having  made  Uie 
above  statements  in  answer  to  interrogatories  put  by  the  bill, 
the  respondents  propound  these  separate  averments,  and  claim 
to  bo  allowed  the  benefit  of  them  as  if  specially  pleaded. 

1.  That  their  testator  was  a  bond  fide  purchaser  of  the 
slave  Lindy  for  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  the 
allied  marriage  settlement. 
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2.  That  mora  than  six  years  had  elapsed  between  the  death 
of  Yaacejy  who  survived  his  wife,  and  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  and  therefore  the  suit  is  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations. 

8,  That  the  said  marriage  settlement  was  made  in  the 
State  of  South  Carolina,  and  was  not  recorded  according  to 
the  laws  of  that  State,  and  is  therefore  void,  both  as  to  the 
respondents  and  to  their  testator,  who  was  a  bond  fide  pur- 
chaser without  notice. 

4.  That  if  the  marriage  settlement  had  been  properly 
recorded,  or  was  otherwise  valid,  the  sale  of  the  slave  Lindy 
was  made  with  the  assent  of  the  said  Ann  Yancey. 

6..  That  the  respondents  received  the  said  slaves  as  the 
executors  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  decedent,  as  a 
part  of  his  estate,  and  had,  before  this  suit  was  commenced, 
disposed  of  them  according  to  the  provisions  of  said  will,  by 
distribution  and  delivery  to  the  legatees  of  said  estate,  and 
that  long  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  had  made  a 
final  settiemeot  of  said  estate,  and  had  been  discharged  from 
said  executorship. 

To  the  answer  of  the  respondents,  the  complunants  filed 
a  general  replication,  and  upon  the  pleadings  and  proofo  in 
the  cause,  the  District  Court,  on  the  Tth  of  December,  1849, 
pronounced  a  decree,  dismissing  the  bill  of  the  complainants, 
with  costs.  The  correctness  of  that  decree  we  will  proceed 
to  consider. 

The  first  question  which  presents  itself,  in  the  natural 
order  of  investigation  of  the  proceedings  of  the  District 
Court,  is  that  wnich  was  raised  upon  the  admissibility  in 
evidence,  of  an  authenticated  copy  of  the  antenuptial  con- 
tract, upon  the  "sufficiency  of  the  cause  as^aed  for  r»nao 
the  non^roductioH  of  the  original.  The  cause  so  '• 
assigned,  was  this.  The  three  childi-en  of  Mrs.  Do  Lane, 
with  the  husbands  of  the  two  daughters,  depose  that  they 
never  possessed,  nor  ever  saw  the  original  contract;  that 
they  have  made  diligent  inquiry  for  it,  but  have  been  unable 
to  learn  either  its  present  existence,  or  place  of  existeuce— 
and  believe  that  it  has  been  lost  or  destroyed.  And  the  son, 
Philip  De  Lane,  states  farther,  that  he  had  made  inquu-y  for 
it,  fiist  of  John  Partridge,  his  guardian,  who  informed  liim 
that  be  had  never  been  in  possession  of  it,  and  did  not  know 
where  it  was ;  that  deponent  had  also  made  inquiry  Cor  it  at 
the  Office  of  Mesne  Conveyances,  and  at  the  OHice  of  the 
Secretary  of  State,  of  South  Carolina,  but  upon  search  and 
ioquiiy  it  oould  oot  be  found  at  either  of  those  placw;  ood 
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he  believes  that  this  instrainent  was  either  destroyed  hj  said 
Yancey,  or  by  fire  when  the  court  house  in  Monroe  county, 
in  Alabama,  was  burned  in  1833 — that  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses to  the  agreement,  he  believes,  after  diUgent  inquiry, 
are  dead.  That  Yancey  died  in  183G,  in  Miesissippi,  utterly 
insolvent,  and  no  person  ever  adminlstei-ed  on  hie  SBtate. 
In  disregard  of  these  affidavits,  the  District  Court  refused  to 
consider  the  copy  of  the  antenuptial  contract  as  legal  or  ad- 
missible iu  the  absence  of  the  original,  and  in  this  refusal,  we 
think  that  court  has  erred.  Upon  the  most  obvious  princi- 
ples of  reason  and  justice,  we  think,  that  the  complainants 
could  not  have  laid  a  stronger  foundation  for  the  intro- 
duction of  the  secondary  proof.  The  custody  of  the  original 
document,  or  the  duty  of  preserving  it,  could  in  no  view  be 
brought  home  to  them.  And  its  absence,  therefore,  over 
which  they  could  have  had  no  control,  and  produced  by  no 
default  of  theirs,  should  not  have  deprived  them  of  the 
effect  of  that  document  to  avail  for  whatever  it  might  be 
worth.  This  view  of  the  question  before  us  is  strengthened 
by  the  obvious  considerations,  that  no  suspicion  justly  at- 
taches to  the  complainanta  from  the  non-production  of  the 
original  agreement,  and  that  its  exhibition  was  calculated 
rather  to  corroborate,  than  to  weaken  their  claims.  The  in- 
stances in  which  secondary  evidence  is  to  be  admitted,  and 
the  requisites  demanded  by  the  courts  to  warrant  its  intro- 
duction, are  treated  of  in  the  elementary  works  on  evidence, 
as  for  instance,  in  2  Saund.  on  PL  &  Ev.,  833,  et  »eq.  But  in 
a  decision  of  this  court,  this  subject  has  been  dealt  with  in  a 
manner  so  strikingly  apposite  to  the  question  now  before  us, 
as  to  warrant  particular  notice  thereof,  as  being  in  all  re- 
spects, decisive  of  that  question.  We  allude  to  tne  decision 
of  Tayloe  v.  Itiggt,  reported  in  1  Pet.,  591.  That  case  pre- 
sented by  no  means  so  strong  a  claim  for  the  introduction  of 
•2fi41  secondary  evidence  as  does  the  "one  now  under  con- 
J  dderation,  for  that  was  an  application  for  leave  to 
substitute  parol  for  written  evidence,  and  not  for  the  substi- 
tution of  an  authenticated  copy  of  a  written  and  recorded 
document  in  lieu  of  the  original.  In  Tayloe  v.  Riggi,  the 
('hief  Justice  lays  down  the  law  as  follows  : 

"  The  rule  of  law  is,  that  the  best  evideoce  must  be  given 
of  which  the  nature  of  the  thing  is  capable  ;  that  is,  that  no 
evidence  shall  be  received  which  presupposes  greater  evidence 
behind  in  the  party's  possession  or  power.  The  withholding 
of  that  better  evidence  raises  a  presumption,  that  if  produced, 
it  might  not  operate  in  his  fevor.  For  this  reason,  a  party 
who  is  in  possession  of  an  original  paper,  or  who  has  it  in  his 
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power,  is  not  permitted  to  give  a  copy  in  evidence,  or  to  prove 
its  conteiita.  When,  therefoi-e,  the  plaintiff  below  offered  to 
prove  the  contents  of  the  written  contract  on  which  this  suit 
was  instituted,  the  defendant  might  very  properly  require 
the  contract  itself.  It  was  itself  superior  evidence  of  its 
contents  to  any  thing  depending  on  the  memory  of  a  witness. 
It  was  once  in  his  possession,  and  the  presumption  was  that  it 
was  fitiil  80.  It  was  necessary  to  do  away  this  presumption, 
or  the  seeondaiy  evidence  must  be  excluded.  How  is  it  to 
be  done  away?  If  the  loss  or  destruction  of  the  paper  can  be 
proved  by  a  disinterested  witness,  the  difficulty  is  at  once 
removed.  But  papers  of  this  description  generally  remain 
in  possession  of  the  party  himself,  and  their  loss  can,  in  most 
instances,  be  known  only  to  himself.  If  his  own  affidavit 
cannot  be  received,  the  loss  of  a  written  contract,  the  contents 
of  which  are  well  known  to  others,  or  a  copy  of  which  can  be 
proved,  would  amount  to  a  complete  loss  of  his  rights,  at  least 
in  a  court  of  law.  The  objection  to  receiving  the  affidavit  of 
the  party  is,  that  no  man  can  be  a  witness  in  his  own  cause. 
This  is  undoubtedly  a  souud  rule,  which  ought  never  to  be 
violated.  But  many  collateral  questions  arise  in  the  progress 
of  a  cause,  to  which  the  rule  does  not  apply.  Questions  which 
do  not  involve  the  matter  in  controversy,  but  matters  auxil- 
iary to  the  trial,  which  facilitate  the  preparation  for  it,  often 
depend  on  the  oath  of  the  party.  An  affidavit  of  the  materiality 
of  a  witness,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  continuance,  or  a 
commission  to  take  a  deposition,  or  an  affidavit  of  his  inability 
to  attend,  is  usually  made  by  the  party,  and  received  without 
objection.  So  affidavits  to  support  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
are  often  received.  These  cases,  and  others  of  the  same 
character,  which  might  be  adduced,  show  that  in  many  inci- 
dental questions  that  are  addressed  to  the  court,  and  which 
do  not  affect  the  question  to  be  tried  by  the  jury,  the  affidavit 
of  the  party  is  received.  The  testimony  which  establishes  the 
loss  of  the  paper  is  addressed  to  the  court,  *and  does  raoR^ 
not  relate  to  the  contents  of  the  paper.  It  is  a  fact  '- 
which  may  be  important  as  letting  the  party  in  to  prove  the 
justice  of  the  cause,  but  does  not  of  itself  prove  any  thing  in 
the  cause.  As  this  fact  is  generally  known  only  to  tlie  party 
himself,  there  would  seem  to  be  a  necessity  for  receiving  his 
affidavit  in  support  of  it." 

The  law,  as  thus  clearly  declared  by  this  court  in  Tayloe  v. 
R^99>t  is  iti  strictest  accordance  with  the  rule  prevailing  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  within  which  the  case  before 
us  was  decided.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Slurdevant  v.  Gaines, 
(reported  in  5  Ala.,  p.  435,)  that  court  thus  announces  the  rule 
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by  which  they  are  governed  with  respect  to  the  introduction 
of  secondary  evidence.  "  Iti  the  recent  case  of  Jones  v.  iScott, 
(2  Ala.,  61,)  it  is  stated,  that  no  fixed  rule  can  be  laid  down 
as  applicable  to  this  class  of  cases ;  that,  in  general,  search 
must  be  made  where  the  lost  paper  was  last  known  to  be. 
These  remarks  are  quite  applicable  to  this  case.  Search  was 
made  where  the  paper  was  last  known  to  be  only  three  days 
before."  Again  :  "  We  cannot  say  that  half  an  hour's  searuh 
in  a  lawyer  s  ofBce,  was  not  sufiicient  to  ascertain  whether 
the  paper  was  not  where  it  was  left,  nor,  in  the  absence  of 
any  fact  indicating  that  it  might  be  found  elsewhere,  can  we 
perceive  that  there  was  any  necessity  to  search  elsewhere  for 
it.  If  the  admission  that  the  paper,  on  further  search  where 
it  was  last  known  to  be,  or  elsewhere,  might  utiil  be  discov- 
ered, would  preclude  the  secondary  evidence,  it  would  anni- 
hilate the  rule  in  all  cases  where  the  lost  paper  was  not  proved 
to  be  destroyed  as  well  as  lost,  as  otherwise  there  must  always 
be  a  possibility  that  it  may  be  found,"  With  regard  to  the 
position  insisted  upon  in  the  answers,  that  the  antenuptial 
contract  was  void  for  the  failure  to  record  it  within  three 
months  from  its  date,  in  conformity  with  the  law  of  South 
Carolina;  that  position,  however  maintainable  it  might  be, 
so  fax  as  the  instrument  was  designed  to  operate  by  mere 
legal  or  constructive  effect  on  creditors  and  purchasers,  be- 
coming  such  before  it  was  recorded,  or,  in  the  event  of  its 
never  being  recorded,  cannot  be  supported  to  the  extent,  that 
by  the  failure  to  record  it  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the 
stotute,  the  deed  would  thereby  be  void  to  all  intents  and 
purposes.  Such  deed  would,  from  its  execution,  be  binding 
at  common  law  inter  partes,  though  never  recorded ;  and  if, 
after  expiration  of  the  time  prescribed  by  statute,  it  should  be 
reackn  owl  edged  and  then  recorded,  either  upon  such  reac- 
knowledgment,  or  upon  proof  of  witnesses,  it  would,  from  the 
period  of  that  reacknowledginent  and  admission  to  record,  be 
restored  to  its  full  effect  of  notice,  which  would,  by  construc- 
tion, have  followed  from  its  being  reconled  originally  within 
•2661  ^^^  ^'""^  "prescribed  by  law.  These  conclusions  are 
J  sustained  by  numerous  decisions.  We  refer,  in  sui>- 
port  of  them,  to  the  cases  of  Turner  v.  Stip,  1  Wash.  (Va.), 
319 ;  OurrU  v.  J>onaldy  2  Id.,  68 ;  Eppei  v.  Randolph,  2  Call 
(Va.),  125 ;  Chierrant  v.  Ajidergon,  4  Rand.  ( Va.),  208 ; 
Roanes  v.  Archer,  4  Leigh  (Va.).  550;  Woods  v.  Owent  ^ 
Smith,  1  Cranch,  239;  Lessee  of  Sicard  v.  Davis,  6  Pet.,  124. 
The  antenuptial  agreement  between  Ann  Wood  De  Lane 
and  John  Yancey  is  proved  to  Have  been  executed  oq  the 
aOtfa  day  of  May,  1816 ;  if  it  was  admitted  to  record  at  any 
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time  before  the  20th  of  August,  in  the  same  year,  it  operated 
as  notice  to  all  creditors  and  purchasers  becoming  such  sub- 
sequently to  the  execution  of  that  agreement ;  if  it  was  not 
recorded  until  the  14th  of  November,  in  the  year  1816,  it 
could  by  construction  operate  as  notice  from  the  latter  period 
only,  but  as  between  the  parties,  and  with  regard  to  subse- 
quent creditors  and  purchasers  with  notice,  it  operated  from 
the  period  of  its  execution.  The  sole  purpose  of  recording 
the  deed,  is,  that  those  who  might  deal  with  thu  parties 
thereto,  or  with  the  Bubjects  it  compriBed,  should  have  knowl- 
edge of  the  true  condition  of  both,  and  if  such  knowledge  is 
presumed,  nay,  established  by  legal  inference  from  the  fact 
that  the  deed  has  been  recorded,  d  fortiori,  it  must  be  estab- 
lished by  actual  notice. 

It  has  been  made  a  ground  of  defence,  in  the  answers  in 
the  court  below,  and  it  has  also  been  insisted  upon  in  argu- 
ment here,  that  admitting  the  antenuptial  contract  to  have 
been  recorded  in  the  State  of  South  Carolina,  and,  in  conse- 
quence thereof,  to  have  been  bo  operative  as  to  affect  with 
notice  creditors  and  purchasers  within  that  State,  yet,  that 
upon  the  removal  of  the  parties,  carrying  with  them  the  prop- 
erty into  another  State  or  jurisdiction,  the  influence  of  the 
contract,  for  the  protection  of  the  property,  would  be  wholly 
destroyed,  and  the  subject  attempted  to  be  secured,  would  be 
open  to  claims  by  creditors  or  purchasers  subsequently  coming 
into  existence.  The  position  here  advanced  is  not  now  as- 
sumed for  the  fii-st  time  in  argument  in  this  court.  It  has, 
upon  a  former  occajtion,  been  pressed  upon  its  attention,  and 
has  been  looked  into  with  care,  and  unless  it  be  the  intention 
of  the  court  to  letrace  the  course  heretofoie  adopted,  this 
may  be  now,  as  it  formerly  was,  called  an  adjudged  question. 
The  case  of  the  United  States  Bank  v.  Lee  et  al.,  (reported  in 
the  13th  of  Peters,  p.  107,)  brought  directly  up  for  the  exami- 
nation of  this  court,  the  effect  of  a  judgment  and  execution, 
obtained  by  a  subsequent  creditor  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
upon  property  found  within  that  district,  but  which  had  been 
settled  upon  the  wife  of  a  debtor,  by  a  deed  executed  and 
recorded  in  Yiivinia,  according  to  the  laws  of  that  State,  the 
husband  and  wife  being,  at  the  time  of  "making  the  r^ogT 
instrument,  inhabitants  of  the  State  of  Vimnia.  The  •- 
question  was,  by  Mr.  Justice  Catron,  who  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  elaborately  investigated,  and  the  cases  from 
the  different  States,  founded  upon  their  registry  acts,  care- 
fully collected.  The  cases  of  Smith  v.  Bruce  »  Adminiftratmr, 
from  2d  of  Harr.  &  J.  (Md.),  and  of  CreMhaw  v.  Anthony, 
from  Mart.  &  Y.  (Tenn.),  p.  110,  cited  by  the  learned  Judge, 
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fully  sustuin  his  reasoniiig  upon  the  point.  This  court  come 
unhesitatingly  and  clearly  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  deed  of 
settlement,  executed  and  recorded  in  favor  of  Mrs.  Lee,  in 
conformity  \vith  the  laws  of  Virginia,  protected  her  rights  in 
the  subject  settled,  against  the  judgment  of  the  subsequent 
creditor,  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  We  should  not  be  dis- 
posed to  disturb  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  case  of  the 
Bank  of  the  United  State*  v.  Lee,  and  in  the  decisions  of  the 
State  courts  of  Maryland  and  Tennessee,  above  mentioned,  if 
the  rights  of  the  parties  turned  upon  the  operation  of  the 
contract  as  constituting  notice;  or  upon  the  proof  of  knowl- 
edge on  the  part  of  Goree,  the  purchaser  from  Yancey,  of  the 
existence  of  the  marriage  contract.  But  we  think  that  the 
rights  of  the  parties  to  this  controversy  should  not  be  made 
to  depend  upon  any  such  incident  aa  the  existence  of  notice 
of  the  contract,  either  actual  or  constructive. 

It  has  been  premised,  in  the  statement  of  the  pleadings  in 
this  case,  that  the  only  defendants  in  the  court  below,  were 
the  executors  of  James  L.  Goree,  deceased,  called  upon  in 
their  representative  character,  and  in  no  other.  The  marriage 
contract  between  Ann  W.  De  Lane  and  John  Yancey,  was 
executed  in  1816.  It  is  proved  that  Yancey  died  in  1833,  or 
1834.  The  complainants  are  the  children  of  Mrs.  Yancey,  by 
her  first  marri^e ;  so  that,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Yancey, 
the  youngest  of  those  children,  if  borne  immediately  preced- 
ing the  second  marriage,  could  not  have  been  younger  than 
seventeen  years;  the  elder  children  were  then  probably  nearly 
or  fully  at  majority.  After  the  death  of  Yancey,  the  record 
discloses  no  claim  on  the  part  of  the  complainants,  nor  any 
effort  by  them  to  recover  the  property  settled  by  the  contract, 
earlier  than  1842,  eight  or  nine  3'ears  after  Yancey's  death ; 
at  which  last  period,  it  is  said,  there  was  a  suit  pending  in  one 
of  the  State  courts,  against  the  testator  of  the  appellees,  but 
which  suit,  after  being  revived  against  the  appellees,  subse- 
quently to  the  death  of  their  testator,  was,  in  the  year  1848, 
aismissed  for  the  want  of  prosecution.  The  bill  in  this  suit 
was  filed  in  January,  1847,  at  an  interval  of  thirty-one  years 
after  the  execution  of  the  marriage  ^^ement,  and  of  fourteen 
years  after  the  death  of  Yancey ;  from  which  last  event, 
the  complwnants  had  an  undoubted  and  unobstrncted 
•2681  "P**^*^  ^  ^^'^  their  rights  under  that  contract,  what- 
■*  ever  they  were. 

If  mere  tardiness  in  asserting  their  pretensions,  were  all  that 
could  be  imputed  to  the  appellants,  this,  of  itself,  would  place 
them  in  a  position  which  could  not  commend  them  the  coun- 
tenance of  courts  of  justice ;  but,  this  delay  is  by  no  means 
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the  only  or  the  least  imputation,  resting  upon  the  courae  of 
the  appellants ;  for  we  see  that,  after  calliDg  upon  the  appel- 
lees for  aatisfaction  of  their  demand,  the  appellants  ahandoned 
that  deraaad,  proclaiming  thereby  to  the  representatives  of 
Groree  (if  indeed  they  were  then  in  possession  of  the  subject,) 
permission  to  apply  it  in  conformity  with  the  will  of  their 
testator.  The  appellants,  it  is  not  pretended,  ever  held  or 
claimed  the  subject  in  dispute,  except  in  their  representative 
capacity,  and  in  trust  for  the  creditors  and  legatees  of  their 
testator.  In  the  interval  between  the  abandonment  of  their 
first  and  the  institution  of  their  second  demand  by  the  com- 

Elainants,  those  executoi-s  have,  in  fulfilment  of  their  trust, 
anded  over  the  subject  to  those  for  whom  they  held  it  under 
the  will;  have  accounted  with  the  authorities  to  whom  they 
were  responsible,  and  have  received  from  those  authorities  a 
full  acquittance.  Under  these  circumstances,  to  hold  them 
liable  to  the  demands  of  the  appellants,  would  in  effect  be  to 
render  penal  the  regular  discharge  of  their  duty. 

This  aspect  of  the  cause  we  regard  as  fully  warranting  the 
decree  of  the  District  Court,  dismissing  the  bill  of  the  com- 
plainants— that  decree  is  therefore  affirmed. 


Tliis  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Middle  District  of  Alabaitiii,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On 
consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged,  and 
decreed  by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  the  said  District 
Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed, 
with  costs. 


The  Board  of  Trustees  for  the  Vincbnnes  Universitt, 
Plaihtipfs  in  error,  v.  The  State  of  Indiana. 

In  1804,  CongrcH  puted  an  act,  {S  Stat,  at  L.,  277, )  "  making  proTiiion  for 
tlie  liispoial  of  the  public  lands  in  the  Indiana  Territory,  and  for  other 
purposcB,"  in  •wliith  it  reserved  from  sale  a  township  in  each  one  of  ragna 
tliree  diitriuts,  to  be  located  h;  the  Secretary  of  the  Tresaury,  for  '- 
the  use  of  a  seminarj  of  learning. 

In  1806,  tlie  Secretary  of  Che  Treasury  located  ft  particalu  township  in  the 
Vlncennes  district,  for  tlie  use  of  that  district;  and  when,  in  1806,  the  terri- 
torial KOTeroment  incorporated  a"Boud  of  Tnuteea  of  th«  Vincennes 
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Universitr,"  the  gnint  made  In  1801  •ttoched  to  this  Board,  althon^,  (or 
the  two  preceding  yean,  there  had  been  no  grantee  in  eziitence.' 

Under  the  ordinancu  of  1TIJ7,  made  applicable  to  Indinna  bj  an  act  of  Con- 
gress, the  territorial  goTcrnmeut  of  Indiani  had  power  U>  pass  this  act  of 
incorporation  .* 

The  lingnage  of  the  act  of  Congress,  hj  which  Indiana  was  admitted  into  tbe 
Union,  did  not  leat  the  above  township  in  tlic  legislnture  of  the  State. 

Tbe  Board  of  Truitces  of  tbe  University  was  not  a  pnblic  corporation,  and 
had  no  potitii^al  powen.  The  donation  of  land  fur  its  support  was  tike  a 
donation  hy  a  private  individual;  and  tlie  legislature  of  the  State  could  not 
rightfully  exercise  any  power  by  which  the  trust  was  defeated.' 

This  case  was  brought  up  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Indiana,  by  a  writ  of  error,  issued  under  t^e  25th 
section  of  the  Judiciary  Act. 

The  manner  in  which  the  case  arose,  and  tbe  laws  relating 
to  it,  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Judah,  with  whom  was  Mr.  Dunham, 
for  the  plaiutifGi  In  error,  and  Mr.  0.  S.  Smith,  for  the  State 
of  ludiana. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  contended : 

1.  That  the  effect  of  the  reservation  in  the  act  of  Congress 
passed  iii  1804,  was  a  grant. 

The  defendant,  and  Judge  Smith,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Indiana,  assert  that  this  is  not  a  grant,  because  there  was  not 
a  prantee  in  e»se ;  and  that  the  reservation  could  only  become 
effectual  to  pass  the  title  by  an  appropriation,  to  be  made  bj 
Congress,  or  under  its  authority. 

In  Wilcox  V.  Jackton,  (13  Pet.,  498,)  this  court,  at  page 
512,  define  "appropriation"  as  follows:  "That  is  nothing 
more  nor  less  than  setting  apart  the  thing  for  some  particular 
use."  And  afterwards,  in  the  same  case,  (page  518,)  the 
court  say:  "But  we  go  further,  and  say,  that,  whensoever 
a  tract  of  land  shall  once  have  been  legally  appropriated  tf) 
any  purpose,  from  that  moment,  the  land  thus  appropriated 
becomes  severed  from  the  mass  of  public  lands,  and  that  no 
subsequent  law,  or  proclamation,  or  sale,  woukl  be  construed 
to  embrace  it,  or  operate  upon  it,  although  no  reservation 
was  made  of  it." 

'  CiTBD.   OM  T.   WadtingtoK  Hm-  rard,  2  Ho*..  128,  and  notes.    Contra, 

pilal,  6  Otto,  313.     At  common  law,  Baptitt  Atioe.  v.  Han,  4  Wheat.,  t. 

a   grant  of  lands  to  piooi  uses  will  >  Citkd.     Rogert    T.   Buriin^oH,  3 

pass  the  lands  to  a  grantee  who  comes  Wail..  662. 

into  existenee  subsequent  to  the  grant;  ■  Cited.  I^nntiilttama  CMegt  Oatet, 

the  fee  remaining  in  abeyance  mean-  13  Wall.,  214 ;   Statt  t.  Btommtt,  £4 
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Was  tlie  Gibson  toWDsliip  so  appropriated  ?  It  was  reserved 
for  a  special  purpose.  It  was  located  in  pursuance  to  the 
reservatioD.  Was  there  any  thing  uioie  necessarj  to  set  it 
apart  for  the  paticular  use? 

But,  say  the  counsel  for  the  Stat«  and  Judge  Smith,  though 
'appropriated,  it  was  not  granted,  because  there  was  raoTfi 
no  grantee  in  esse.  L 

If,  as  a  general  rule,  it  is  true,  that  there  cannot  be  a  grant 
witliout  a  grantee  in  este,  it  is  as  true  that  there  are  excep- 
tions. 

A  grant,  in  case  of  a  charity,  or  of  the  dedication  of  land 
to  a  public  use,  is  good  without  a  grantee  in  esse.  Town  of 
Paulet  V.  Clark,  9  Cranch,  292 ;  Beaty  v.  Kvrtz,  2  Pet.,  666 ; 
Cincinnati  T.  White,  6  Pet.,  435 ;  and  in  Vidal  v.  Oirard's 
Exeevtors,  2  How.,  127;  at  pages  192,  193,  it  is  stated,  that 
donations  given  to  the  establiehment  of  colleges,  &c.,  are 
ohariUes  in  the  sense  of  the  common  law. 

2.  That  the  territorial  legislature  had  the  power  to  apply 
to  use  the  township  appropriated  by  Congress,  and  did  apply 
it  by  the  act  of  incorporation. 

The  counsel  for  the  State  of  Indiana  made  the  following 
points : 

Firat.  The  complainants  have  no  such  corporate  existence 
as  would  authorize  and  empower  tliem  to  sue.  2  B.  A.,  482. 
note  a,  last  edition ;  and  see  the  extracts  from  their  records 
in  evidence. 

Second.  The  suit  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
R.  S.  1848,  pp.  796,  799  j  Act  of  1845-6,  explanatory  of  Rev. 
SUt. 

Third.  The  suit  is  barred  by  twenty  years  adverse  posses- 
sion, as  the  State,  and  those  claiming  under  the  State  by  pni^ 
chase  and  lease,  had  held  adversely  more  than  twenty  years 
before  any  suit  was  brought  by  the  University  to  recover  the 
poBsession,  even  if  the  former  actions  which  were  dismissed 
could  aid  this  suit,  wliich  is  denied. 

Fourth.  The  case  does  not  come  within  the  principles  of 
an  executory  devise,  and  would  not  avail  the  complainants 
even  if  it  were  an  executory  devise.  17  Sera.  &  R.  (Pa.), 
88;  5  Har.  &  J.  (Md.),  392;  9  Ohio,  203;  12  Mass.,  637  ;  16 
Pick.  (Mass.),  107 ;  8  Pet.,  101 ;  4  Dana  (Ky.),  355 ;  8  Pet., 
146 ;  9  Ves.,  399 ;  9  Mass.,  419 ;  7  Ves.,  69 ;  9  Ves.,  399 ;  10 
Ve8.,522. 

Fifth.  The  act  of  Congress  of  1804,  was  a  mere  reserva- 
tion from  sale,  to  be  afterwnnis  appropriated  to  educational 
purposes,  and  neither  vested  the  same  in  the  complainants. 
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DOT  divested  the  Uoited  States  of  the  legal  title.  P.  L.  L^ 
104 !  2  McLean,  416 ;  P.  L.  L.  2d  part,  69 ;  1  Johos.  (N.  Y.), 
308;  9  Id.,  74;  Wright  (Ohio),  144. 

Sixth.  The  case  does  not  embrace  the  principles  of  a  ded- 
ication to  public  or  pious  uses,  so  as  to  sustain  Uiis  claim.  2 
Pet.,  566  ;  6  Pet.,  431,  498 ;  6  Paige  (N.  Y.),  639  j  6  Wend. 
(N.  Y.),  667;  4  Paige  (N.  Y.),  510;  7  Ohio,  219. 
•971 1  'Seventh.  The  act  of  Congress  of  1816  vested  the 
-I  legal  title  to  these  lands  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  as  a 
trustee,  with  power  to  direct  to  what  object  or  institution, 
being  "  a  seminary  of  learning,"  the  trust  fund  shall  be  ap- 
plied; and  the  State,  having  designated  the  State  University, 
at  Bloomington,  as  the  "  seminary  of  learning  "  to  which  the 
trust  fund  riiall  go,  the  complainants  have  no  claim  whatever, 
either  in  law  or  equity,  against  the  State,  the  trustee  of  the 
fond.  See  act  of  Congress  of  1816,  act  of  1818,  and  the 
several  acts  for  the  admission  of  the  other  new  States  into 
the  Union. 

Eighth.  The  doctrines  of  estoppel,  in  their  most  rigid 
application,  can  only  permit  the  complainants  to  retain  what 
they  have  already  received,  and  for  this  the  State  will  not 
contend. 

Ninth.  In  any  and  all  events,  the  funds  were  public  funds, 
and  the  legislature  of  the  State  had  competent  authority  to 
change  their  direction  to  any  other  seminary  of  learning  at 
will.  Had  the  funds  been  the  private  funds  of  the  complain- 
ants, and  had  they  been  vested  with  them,  there  might  have 
been  some  pretext  for  the  assumption,  that  the  acts  of  the 
Indiana  legislature,  endowing  the  State  University,  were  un- 
constitutional.   4  Wheat.,  430;  4  Cond.  K.,  536. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  is  before  us  on  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  under  the  25th  section  of  the 
Judiciary  Act  of  1789. 

The  bill  was  filed  under  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Indi- 
ana, of  1846,  which  authorized  the  trustees  of  the  Vincennes 
University  to  file  a  bill  in  chancery,  in  the  nature  of  an  act 
of  disseisin  against  the  State,  to  try  their  right  to  the  semi- 
nary township  in  Gibson  county.  The  facto  stated  in  the 
bill  dxe  substantially  as  follows: 

The  Indiana  Territory  was  organized  by  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  the  7th  of  May,  1800,  with  the  powers  to  legislate 
given  by  the  ordinance  of  1787.  On  the  26th  of  March, 
1804,  an  act  of  CDiigress  was  passed,  for  the  survey  and  dis- 
posal of  the  public  lauds,  by  which  three  land  disbiots  wer» 
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established,  and  au  entire  township  in  each  was  reserved  for 
the  use  of  a  Beminary  of  learning,  to  be  located  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury.  The  boundaries  of  the  Vincennea  land 
district  were  the  same  as  designated  in  a  late  treaty  with  the 
Wabash  Indians.  The  SecreUiry  of  the  Treasury,  by  letter 
of  the  lOtb  of  October,  180f>,  located  township  No.  2  south 
range,  No.  11  west,  in  Gibson  county,  for  the  use  of  a  semi- 
nary in  that  district. 

The  act  of  the  29th  November,  1806,  and  the  supplement 
thereto,  passed  the  17th  of  September,  1807,  established  the 
•  Viucennea  Univereity,  and  incorporated  the  same  by  r»272 
the  name  of  "  The  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Vincennes  ^ 
University,"  The  corporation  was  duly  organized  at  Vin- 
cennes, on  the  6th  of  December,  1806,  under  the  act,  and  has 
since  continued.  The  second  section  of  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion, after  reciting  the  seminary  lands  under  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, provided,  "  that  the  trustees,  in  their  corporate  capacity, 
or  a  majority  of  them,  should  be  legally  authorized  to  sell, 
transfer,  convey,  and  dispose  of  any  quantity,  uot  exceeding 
four  thousand  acres,  of  said  land,  for  the  purpose  of  putting 
into  immediate  use  the  said  university;  and  to  have  on  rent 
the  remaining  part  of  said  township  to  the  best  advantage, 
for  the  use  of  said  public  school  or  university." 

In  virtue  of  the  above  acts,  the  complainants  became  pos- 
sessed of  the  said  township  of  laud,  and  so  continued  during 
the  territorial  government.  The  same  rights  and  powers  in 
the  corporation,  as  they  existed  under  the  territorial  govern- 
ment, were  secured  by  the  Ist  section  of  the  12th  article  of 
the  constitution  of  Indiana.  Between  the  years  1806  and 
1820,  complainants  sold  4,000  acres  of  the  land,  and  rented 
a  part  of  the  residue.  A  college  building  was  constructed 
by  them  at  Vincennea. 

On  the  22d  January,  1820,  a  joint  resolution  of  the  legisla- 
ture of  Indiana  was  approved,  appointing  a  superintendent 
for  the  seminary  township,  with  power  to  rent  the  improved 
lands,  to  collect  the  rents,  and  to  account  to  the  State.  And, 
on  the  2d  of  January,  1822,  the  legislature  appointed  commis- 
siouers  to  sell  the  lands  in  that  township.  This  seems  to  have 
been  done,  on  the  assumption  that  the  board  of  trustees  had 
expired  through  their  own  negligence.  The  lands  were  sold, 
and  the  money  received  was  paid  into  the  State  Treasuty. 
A  part  of  the  consideration  money  on  this  sale  had  not  been 
collected  when  this  bill  was  filed. 

The  complainants  pray  that  an  account  may  be  taken  of 
the  proceeds,  and  interest  of  the  sales  of  the  lands  and  the 
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rents  received  by  the  State ;  and  that  the  same  may  be  paid 
to  the  coniplaiiiaiits,  &c. 

The  defeudaiit's  answer  denies  tlie  equity  of  the  biU,  and 
relies  upon  the  statute  <>f  limitatiuns.  it  also  denies  that 
the  territurial  goveriimeut  had  any  power  to  iucorporate  the 
plaintiffs;  that  the  title  i-emaiiied  in  the  United  States,  it 
never  having  been  appnipriated  t<.»  any  special  grantee ;  that 
under  the  act  of  Congress  on  the  19th  of  April,  1816,  for  the 
admission  of  the  State  of  Indiana  into  the  Union,  the  title  to 
the  land  in  question  became  vested  in  the  State. 

The  act  of  Congress,  which  organized  the  territory  of  In- 
diana, provided,  that  so  much  of  the  ordinance  of  1787  for 
the  government  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States  north- 
»ma-i  west  of  the  'Ohio  River,  as  relates  to  the  general 
J  assembly  therein,  and  prescribes  the  powers  thereof, 
shall  be  in  force,  and  operate  in  the  Indiana  Territory,  &c. 
The  ordinance  declares,  "  that  the  Governor  and  Judges,  or 
a  majority  of  them,  shall  adopt  arid  publish  in  the  district, 
such  laws  of  the  original  States,  criminal  and  civil,  iU  may 
be  necessai-y,  and  best  suited  to  the  circujnstauces  of  the  dis- 
trict, and  report  them  to  Congress,  from  time  to  time ;  which 
laws  shall  be  in  force  in  the  district  until  the  organization  of 
the  general  assembly  therein,  unless  disapproved  of  by  Con- 
gress." Provision  is  made  in  the  oi'dinance  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  legislative  council,  and  it  is  then  provided  that 
"  the  Governor,  legislative  council,  and  house  of  representa^ 
tives,  shall  have  authority  to  make  laws,  in  all  cases,  for  the 
good  government  of  the  district,  not  repugnant  to  the  prin- 
ciples and  articles  in  this  ordinance." 

Under  the  ordinance,  the  legislature  of  the  territory  was 
vested  with  general  legislative  powei'S,  restricted  only  by  the 
articles  contained  in  that  instrument.  It  had  power  to  grant 
an  act  of  incorporation,  with  all  the  functions  necessary  to 
effectuate  its  objects.  There  can  be  no  question,  therefore, 
that  the  corporate  powers  vested  in  the  plaintiffs,  by  the  legis- 
lature of  the  territory,  were  legitimately  conferred.  And 
these  powers  were  not  affected,  and  could  not  be  affected  by 
the  constitution  of  the  State.  It  provided  that  "all  rights, 
contracts,  and  claims,  both  as  respects  individuals  and  bodies 
corporate  shall  continue  aa  if  no  change  had  taken  place  in 
this  govenniient." 

If  the  Board  of  Trustees,  by  a  failure  to  elect  when  vacan- 
cies occurred,  or  through  any  other  means,  became  reduced 
to  a  less  number  than  was  authorized  to  act  by  the  charter, 
the  corporation  was  not  thereby  dissolved.  In  such  a  case, 
its  franchises  would  be  sus|>euded  oidy,  until  its  functions 
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were  restored  by  legislative  action.  This  was  done  by  tlie 
act  of  the  legislature  of  the  17th  of  February,  1838.  In  that 
act  the  territorial  act  of  incorporation  is  recognized,  the  ex- 
istence of  six  of  the  trustees  admitted,  the  vacancies  sup])lied, 
and  the  board,  thus  constituted,  was  organized.  If,  therefore, 
the  corporation  by  non  user  had  become  liable  by  a  judicial 
proceiut  of  forfeiture,  after  thib  act,  such  a  procedure  could 
not  be  instituted. 

The  proviso  in  the  act  of  18S8,  could  only  operate  so  as  to 
secure  any  rights  which  the  State  might  be  supposed  to  have, 
in  the  Gibson  township. 

The  reservations  for  the  seminaries  of  learning  and  for 
schools,  are  made  in  the  same  terms,  and  in  some  respects, 
must  rest  on  the  same  principles.  In  all  the  Western  States, 
north  of  the  Ohio,  similar  reserves  for  schools  and  seminaries 
of  learning  have  been  made.  In  the  case  of  Wilcox  v,  Jackion, 
(18  Pet.,  "498,)  this  court  held,  that  a  reservation  set  rma'jA 
apart  the  thing  reserved  for  some  particular  use ;  and  '- 
that  *'  whensoever  a  tract  of  land  sliall  once  have  been  legally 
appropriated  to  any  purpose,  it  becomes  separated  from  the 
public  lands." 

In  the  States  where  school  lands  have  been  reserved,  the 
legislatures  have  enacted  laws  to  carry  out  and  effectuate  the 
benign  policy  of  the  general  government.  Special  authority 
has  been  given  to  individuals  elected,  in  the  respective  town- 
ships, to  lease  the  lands,  sue  for  rents,  &c.,  exercising,  to  sotue 
extent,  corporate  powers.  The  citizens  within  the  township 
are  the  beneficiaries  of  the  charity.  The  title  to  these  lands 
has  never  been  considered  as  vested  in  the  State  ;  and  it  lias 
no  inherent  power  to  sell  them,  or  appropriate  them  to  any 
other  purpose  than  for  the  benefit  of  schools.  For  the  exer- 
cise of  the  charity  under  the  laws,  the  title  is  in  the  townBhiii. 
No  patent  has  been  issued  by  the  Federal  government,  in  such 
cases,  as  it  has  not  been  considered  necessary.  For  the  sale 
of  school  lands,  the  consent  of  Congress  has  been  obteined, 
as  that  changes  the  character  of  the  fund. 

The  title  to  the  seminary  lands,  it  is  contended,  did  not 
vest  in  complainants,  as  they  are  not  named  in  the  reserva- 
tion, and  had  no  existence  for  two  years  afterwards. 

This  question  is  not  to  be  decided,  on  the  principles  which 
apply  to  an  ordinary  grant,  from  one  individual  to  another. 
The  title  partakes  of  the  nature  of  an  executory  devise,  or  a 
dedication  of  property  to  public  use.  In  the  case  of  Ingli»  v. 
The  Sailort'  Snug  Harbor,  (3  Pet.,  126.)  this  court  say,  "  What 
objection  can  there  he  to  this  as  a  valid  executory  devise, 
which  is  such  a  disposition  of  lands,  that  thereby  no  estate 


274  SUPREME  COURT. 

Tnutees  for  Vincenncs  University  r.  State  of  Indiana. 

vests  at  the  death  of  tiie  devianr,  but  only  on  some  future 
contingency?"  If  the  words,  "reserved  for  the  use  of  a 
seminary  of  learning,"  were  indorsed  on  a  town  plat  when 
made,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  title  would  vest  in  a  corpo- 
ration created  afterwards  for  the  establishment  and  govern- 
ment of  such  an  institution.  If  it  be  reserved  for  the  public 
UBe,  the  title  would  vest  in  the  public,  so  soon  as  a  public 
should  exist  in  the  town.  Trustees  of  the  Mclntyre  Poor 
School  V,  The  Zanesville  Canal  Company,  9  Ohio,  203 ;  Cin- 
cinnati V.  The  Lessee  of  White,  6  Pet.,  435 ;  Barclay  et  al. 
V.  Howell's  Lessee,  6  Pet.,  498 ;  New  Orleans  v.  The  United 
States,  10  Pet.,  662. 

Land,  at  common  law,  may  be  granted  to  pious  uses,  before 
there  is  a  grantee  in  existence  competent  to  take  it;  and  in 
the  mean  time,  the  fee  will  be  in  abeyance.  The  Town  of  Paw- 
tett  V.  Clark  et  al,  9  Cranch,  292 ;  Witman  v.  Lex,  17  Serg.  & 
R.  (Pa.),  88. 

"When  a  corporation  is  to  be  brought  into  existence  by 
"27^1  ^**'"^  'future  acts  of  the  corporators,  the  franchises  re- 
-i  main  in  abeyance,  until  such  acts  as  are  done;  and 
when  the  corporation  is  brought  into  life,  the  franchises  in- 
stantaneously attach  to  it.  There  is  no  difference  between 
the  case  of  a  grant  of  land  or  franchises  to  an  existing  corpo- 
ration, and  a  grant  to  a  corporation  brought  into  life  for  the 
very  purpose  of  receiving  the  grant.  As  soon  as  it  is  in  esse, 
and  the  franchise  and  proi>erty  become  vested  and  executed 
in  it,  it  is  as  much  an  executed  contract,  as  if  its  prior  exist- 
ence had  been  established  for  a  century."  Dartmouth  College 
V.  Woodward,  4  Wheat.,  518. 

There  was  no  uncertainty  in  this  appropriation.  The 
township  was  designated,  and  the  purpose  stated,  for  which 
it  was  reserved.  And  there  can  be  no  doubt,  from  the 
authorities,  that  the  right  vested,  so  soon  as  a  capacity  was 
given  to  the  corporation  to  receive  it;  prior  to  this  it  re- 
mained in  the  federal  government.  This  is  the  settled  doc- 
trine on  that  subject. 

If,  on  general  principles,  the  title  to  this  township  cannot 
be  considered  as  vested  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  it  is  con- 
tended it  so  vested  by  the  provision  in  the  sixth  section  of 
the  act  of  the  19th  of  April,  1816,  which  admitted  the  State 
into  the  Union.  The  provision  is,  "That  one  entire  town- 
ship, which  shall  be  designated  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  in  addition  to  the  one  heretofore  reserved  for 
that  purpose,  shall  be  reserved  for  the  use  of  a  seminary  of 
learning,  and  vested  in  the  legislature  of  the  said  State,  to  be 
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api^ropriated  solely  to  the  use  of  such  seminary  by  the  said 


The  words  of  the  act  seem  to  be  so  clear  as  to  admit  of 
but  one  coDstructioii.  A  township,  in  addition  to  the  one 
formerly  reserved,  is  appropriated  and  vested  in  the  legisla- 
ture. The  former  township  is  only  referred  to,  to  show  tiiat 
the  one  then  appropriated  was  in  addition  to  it.  The  Gibson 
township  had  before  been  appropriated.  A  part  of  it  had 
been  sold,  and  a  part  was  held  under  leases.  Whether  we 
regard  the  words  used,  or  their  grammatical  arrangement,  the 
intention  of  Congress  seems  to  be  clearly  expressed. 

In  the  act  of  the  18th  of  April,  1818,  fur  the  admission  into 
the  Union,  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  a  different  phraseolt^  is 
used  in  giving  an  additional  township  to  the  State.  "  That 
thirty-six  sections,  or  one  entire  township,  shall  be  designated 
by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  together  witli  the  one 
heretofore  reserved  for  that  purpose,  shall  be  reserved  for  the 
use  of  a  seminary  of  learning,  and  vested  in  the  legislature  of 
the  State,"  &c.  Here  both  townships  are  as  clearly  vested  in 
the  State,  as  that  one  only  is  vested  under  the  act  admitting 
Indiana  into  the  Union. 

By  this  latter  act,  the  Gibson  Township  Seminary  was  rec- 
ognized, and  its  present  goverument  sanctioned. 

*It  is  argued  that  this  is  a  public  corporation,  and  r»m(t 
that,  consequently,  the  le^slature  of  Indiana  have  a  *- 
right  to  modify  its  charter,  or  abolish  it,  at  its  discretion.     If 
the  jMsition  assumed  be  sustainable,  the  consequence  stated 
will  not  he  controverted. 

In  the  case  of  Dartmouth  College  v.  Woodward,  (4  Wheat., 
629,)  Chief  Justice  Marshall  says:  *'lf  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion be  a  grant  of  political  power,  if  it  create  a  civil  institu- 
tion to  be  employed  in  the  administration  of  the  government, 
or  if  the  fnnds  of  the  college  be  public  property,  or  if  the 
State  of  New  Hampshire,  as  a  government,  be  alone  inter- 
ested in  ite  transactions,  the  subject  is  one  in  which  the 
legislature  of  the  State  may  act,  according  to  its  own  judg- 
ment, unrestrained  by  any  limitation  of  its  power,  imposed 
by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States."  Again,  he  says, 
(634,)  "  So  far  as  respects  its  funds,  it  is  a  private  corpora- 
tion. Do  its  objects  stamp  on  it  a  different  character?  Are 
the  trustees  and  professors  public  officers,  invested  with  any 
portion  of  political  power,  partaking  in  any  degree  in  the 
administration  of  civil  government,  and  performing  duties 
which  flow  from  the  sovereign  authority?"  He  continues: 
"The  character  of  civil  institulions  does  not  grow  out  of 
their  incorporation,  but  out  of  the  maoDer  in  which  tliey  are 
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formed,  and  the  objects  for  which  they  are  created."  "  The 
right  to  change  them  is  not  founded  on  their  being  incorpo- 
rated, but  on  their  being  the  instruments  of  government, 
created  for  its  purposes."  "  The  trustees  are  not  public 
officers,  nor  is  it  a  civil  institution,  participating  in  the 
administration  of  the  government;  but  a  charity  achool,  or  a 
seminary  of  education,  incorporated  for  the  preservation  of 
its  property,  and  the  perpetual  application  of  that  property 
to  the  objects  of  its  creation." 

Iq  the  same  case,  Mr.  Justice  Story  says:  "Public  corpo- 
rations are  generally  esteemed  such  as  exist  for  public  politi- 
cal purposes  only,  such  as  towns,  cities,  paiishes  and  counties; 
and,  in  many  respects,  they  are  so,  although  they  involve 
some  private  interests ;  but,  strictly  speaking,  public  corpo- 
rations  are  such  only  as  are  founded  by  the  government  for 
public  purposes,  where  the  whole  interests  belong  to  the  gov- 
ernment." 

The  seminary  tovmship  in  question  was  not  s  donation 
from  the  State,  but  from  the  United  States.  It  was  reserved 
and  designated  out  of  the  public  lands,  before  they  were 
offered  fur  sale,  and  consequently  so  munificent  an  endow- 
ment for  a  literary  institution  must  have  increased  the  value 
of  the  public  lands,  in  that  part  of  the  State,  and  made  them 
more  desirable.  And  this  considemtion,  no  doubt,  induced 
Congress  to  have  designated,  for  seminary  purposes,  a  town- 
ship of  land  in  each  land  district.  Every  purchaser  of  the 
*STT1  P*^^''*^  lands,  in  each  'district,  acquired  an  interest  in 
-I  the  reservation.  And  if  these  reservations  had  been 
judiciously  managed,  they  would  have  constituted  a  fund,  at 
this  time,  of  at  least  two  hundred  thousand  dollars  each. 
This  would  have  afforded  the  means  of  educating,  in  each 
land  district,  as  many  students,  free  of  charge,  as  would 
ordinarily  desire  classical  instruction.  Such  an  advantage 
was  too  obvious  to  be  overlooked,  or  not  to  be  appreciated, 
by  the  purchasers  of  the  public  lands  in  these  districts. 

The  legislative  power  of  the  Territory  and  State,  in  ad- 
vancing the  public  interests,  was  bound  to  afford  all  the 
facilities  necessary  to  carry  out  and  secure  the  benign  objects 
of  Congress,  in  making  these  township  reservations.  This 
was  done  by  a  wise  and  liberal  act,  in  regard  to  the  Gibson 
township.  The  corporators  were  vested  with  all  the  neces- 
sary powers  to  carry  out  the  trust.  And  for  the  purposes  of 
the  trust,  the  title  became  vested  in  them,  as  soon  as  they  ac- 
quired a  capacity  to  receive  it.  This  corporation  had  no 
political  powers,  and  could,  in  no  legal  sense,  be  considered 
aa  ofBceiB  of  the  State.    They  were  not  appointed  by  the 
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State.  Their  perpetuity  depended  upon  the  exercise  of  their 
own  fiinctions ;  and  they  were  no  more  responsible  for  the 
peiformance  of  their  duties,  tha,n  other  coiporations  estab- 
lished by  the  State  to  execute  private  trusts. 

So  far  as  regards  the  trust  confided  to  the  complunants, 
there  is  nothing  which,  by  construction,  can  make  it  a  public 
corporation.  'Phe  donation  in  no  sense  proceeded  from  the 
State.  It  was  made  by  the  Federal  government,  and  is  no 
more  subject  to  State  power,  than  if  it  had  been  given  by 
an  individual  for  the  same  purpose.  An  act  of  incorporation 
being  necessary,  would  not  be  withheld  to  give  effect  to  a 
private  donation  of  land,  for  the  puipose  of  establishing  a 
literary  institution.  Its  benefits  would  be  enjoyed  by  the 
public  generally,  but  this  would  not  make  it  a  public  corpo- 
ration. 

The  complainants,  by  accepting  and  exercising  their  corpo- 
rate powers,  acquired  certain  rights,  and  made  certain  con- 
tracts, which  could  not  be  impaired  by  the  legislature.  They 
constituted  an  eleemosynary  corporation,  in  which  the  State 
has  no  property,  and  can  exercise  no  power  to  defeat  the 
trust.  But  this  has  been  done  by  the  legislature,  not  only  by 
appointing  an  agent  to  collect  the  funds  due  to  the  corpora^ 
tion,  and  paying  them  into  the  State  treasury  ;  but,  by  selling 
the  lands,  they  have  diverted  the  fund,  for  the  preservation 
and  management  of  which  the  corporation  was  instituted. 
This  was  an  extraordinary  proceeding,  and  was  wholly  with- 
out authority.  The  result  is,  that  the  complainants  are 
stript  of  their  powers,  and  the  University  whicn  they  estab- 
lished, with  the  sanction  of  the  legislature,  is  left  without 
revenue. 

'The  dismissal  of  the  bill,  in  this  case,  by  the  Su-  r«o>7e 
preme  Court  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  was  erroneous,  '■ 
and  it  is  herein-  reversed ;   and  tlie  cause  is  transmitted  to 
that  court  for  further  proceedings. 


Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY,  Mr.  Justice  CATRON,  and 
Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  dissented. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY. 

I  dissent  from  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

I  do  not  propose  to  enter  fully  into  the  argument  oE  the 
case,  because  I  concur  entirely  in  the  opinion  of  the  .Supreme 
Court  of  the  State,  which  is  set  out  at  large  in  the  record; 
and  shall  therefore  briefly  state  the  principles  upon  which 
my  own  opinion  is  founded. 

1.  It  must  be  admitted  that  the  State  court  had  no  juris- 
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diction  in  this  case  beyond  that  witich  the  law  of  the  State 
authorized  it  to  exercise.  And  hi  revising  their  judgment, 
our  jurisdiction  is  equally  limited.  The  law,  under  which 
this  suit  was  brought,  authorized  the  Board  of  Trustees  of 
the  Vincennes  University,  to  file  a  bill  in  chancery  against 
the  State,  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of  disseisin,  for  the 
purpose  of  trying  the  light  of  the  trustees  to  the  lauds  in 
question. 

The  trustees,  therefore,  are  not  entitled  to  a  decree  in  their 
favor,  unless  they  cun  show  a  legal  title  to  the  lands,  such  as 
would  enable  them  to  maintain  the  common-law  writ  of  entry, 
fiur  diiseitin,  that  is,  they  must  be  seised  of  the  lauds  in  fee- 
simple. 

2.  Indiana  was  created  a  separate  territory,  and  its  powers 
and  rights,  as  a  territorial  government,  defined  by  the  act  of 
1800.  This  act  certainly  gave  no  power  over  the  public 
lands,  for  it  has  no  reference  to  that  subject.  It  merely  ea- 
tahliahea  the  territorial  government. 

The  act  of  1804,  under  which  the  lands  in  question  were 
reserved  for  the  use  of  a  seminary  of  learning,  has  no  refer- 
ence to  the  powers  or  duties  of  the  territorial  government, 
in  relation  to  the  lands  reserved,  or  to  any  thing  else.  It 
merely  provides  for  the  sale  of  the  public  lands  in  the  territory, 
reserving  from  sale  this  and  other  portions  of  them.  But  it 
does  not  transfer  them  to  the  territorial  government  which 
was  then  in  existence.  It  retains  them.  I  do  not  see  how 
these  laws,  taken  separately  or  together,  can  be  construed  to 
give  the  territorial  government  a  right  to  dispose  of  them  in 
any  way,  or  divest  the  title  which  the  United  States  held, 
and  which  this  law  directed  to  be  retained. 

3,  This  reservation  from  sale,  as  well  as  the  reservation  of 
"27PT  ^^^  "school  sections  in  the  several  townships,  undoubt- 

J  edly  dedicated  them  to  the  uses  for  which  they  were 
reserved ;  and  they  cannot  be  appropriated  by  the  State  to 
any  other  purpose.  But  the  fund  dedicated  belonged  to  the 
United  States,  and  they  alone  had  the  power  to  transfer  it, 
and  to  designate  the  body  by  whom  the  trust,  created  by  the 
act  of  Cougress,  should  be  administered.  The  law  of  the 
State  complained  of,  does  not  attempt  to  appropriate  the  land 
to  a  different  purpose  from  that  to  which  it  was  dedicated. 
It  has  been  sold  and  conveyed  by  the  State,  and  the  proceeds 
appropriated  to  the  support  of  a  seminary  of  learning  in  the 
State.  And  the  only  question  before  us  is,  whether  the  trus- 
tees have  the  legal  title  to  these  lands,  and  can  recover  them 
back  from  the  persons  to  whom  they  were  sold  by  the  State, 
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fur  the  purpose  uf  appropriating  them   to  a  diiferent  semi- 
nary. 

4.  The  act  of  the  territorial  guverunient  of  1806,  incorpo- 
rating this  board  of  trustees,  does  not  grant  nor  profess  to 
grant  the  lauds  to  the  hoard.  And  if  it  nad  done  so,  the  act 
would  have  been  void  and  inoperative,  because  the  territorial 
legislature  had  no  right  to  grant  lauds  which  belonged  to  the 
United  States ;  nor  to  exercise  any  power  over  them,  without 
the  itnthority  of  Congress. 

5.  The  act  of  Congress  of  1816,  by  which  Indiana  was 
admitted  into  the  Union  as  a  State,  grants  these  lands  to  the 
State  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  reserved.  The 
State  is  made  the  trustee. 

My  brethren  have  put  a  different  construction  on  this 
clause  of  the  law  of  1816,  and  regard  this  grant  as  extending 
only  to  the  additional  township  mentioned  in  the  law.  But 
with  every  respect  for  their  opinion,  it  appears  plain  to  me 
that  this  township,  as  well  as  the  additional  one,  are  both 
granted  to  the  State  by  Congress.  And  I  am  confirmed  in 
this  opinion,  because,  with  all  the  research  I  have  been  able 
to  make,  I  have  not  found  a  single  instance  in  which  lands 
reserved  in  a  territory  for  the  purposes  of  education,  were 
not  afterwards  granted  to  the  State,  as  the  trustee  to  admin- 
ister the  trust,  the  school  sections  in  the  several  townships,  as 
well  as  others. 

6.  Upon  these  grounds,  I  think  the  plaintifl^  in  error  have 
not  a  legal  title  to  this  land,  and  had  no  right  to  sell  or  dis- 
pose of  it,  nor  in  any  way  to  control  the  proceeds ;  and  that 
under  the  grant  from  Congress,  in  the  act  of  1816,  the  title 
and  the  right  to  administer  the  trust  was  vested  in  the  State 
of  Indiana. 

7.  The  error  in  the  opinion  appears  to  me  to  have  arisen 
from  regarding  the  reservation  from  sale  for  the  purposes  of 
education,  as  divesting  the  legal  title  of  the  United  States, 
and  putting  it  in  abeyance,  until  some  new  body  was  brought 
into  existence,  'capable  of  taking  the  title  as  grantee,  rmoan 
and  administering  the  trust.  '- 

It  is  not  necessary  to  this  opinion  to  discuss  the  doctrine  of 
abeyance,  upon  which  so  much  learning  and  talent  has  been 
displayed  by  Mr.  Fearne,  in  his  treatise  on  Contingent  lle- 
mainders.  It  is  sufficient  to  state  under  what  circumstances 
the  title,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  is  said  to  be  in  abeyance. 
And  Comyns,  in  his  Digest,  tells  us,  that  "  when  the  fee  or 
freehold  of  the  land  is  not  vested  in  any  one,  but  stands  solely 
in  consideration  of  law,  it  is  said  to  be  in  abeyance,  or  in 
nuMut." 
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I  canuot  regard  the  title  to  lands  resei-ved  fruin  sale  by 
Congress,  for  the  purposes  of  education,  as  stiuiding  in  this 
condition.  A  reticrvatioii  is  nut  a  grunt.  It  does  not  juiue 
the  title  out  of  the  United  States,  but  leavea  it  where  it  was 
before.  The  uniform  pi-actice  of  the  government,  and  of 
judicial  decision  also,  appears  to  have  proceeded  ou  the 
ground  that  the  title  remained  in  the  United  States,  until  it 
was  afterwards  transferred  by  the  authority  of  Congress.  It 
is  not  usual,  it  is  true,  to  issue  patents  for  these  lands,  but 
they  have  been  granted  by  acts  of  Congi-ess,  which  the  courts 
have  always  recognized  as  valid  conveyances.  And  I  am  not 
awaie  of  any  ca^e  in  wltich  the  validity  of  these  conveyances 
of  reserved  lands  has  been  doubted  by  the  court ;  or  in  which 
it  has  been  suggested  that  the  title  was  out  of  the  United 
States,  and  in  abeyance  from  the  time  of  the  reservation.  If 
such  be  the  result  of  a  reservation,  the  subsequent  convey- 
ance of  Congi'ess  is  of  no  value.  And  who  is  to  protect  the 
reserved  lands  from  trespasses  and  depredations,  while  the 
title  is  in  abeyance? 

In  the  case  of  Gainet  and  others  v.  NiehoUon  and  others, 
reported  in  9  How.,  S56,  the  title  to  a  section  reserved  for 
schools,  was  the  matter  in  dispute.  It  did  not,  it  is  true, 
involve  the  question  now  before  us.  But  it  appears,  in  that 
case,  that  the  section  was  one  of  those  reserved  for  schools  in 
the  different  townshifis  in  the  Territory  of  Mississippi,  by  an 
act  of  Congress  {Hissed  in  1803 ;  and  that  afterwards,  as  late 
as  tlie  year  1815,  another  act  was  passed,  authorizing  the 
County  Court  of  each  county  in  the  territory  to  lease  the 
sections  so  reserved,  in  order  to  improve  them,  and  to 
apply  the  rents  to  purposes  of  education  within  the  town- 
ship ;  and  also  to  proceed  and  recover  damages  against  any 
persons  found  tres^iassing  upon  them.  And  this  law  con- 
twns  an  express  provision  that  every  lease,  in  virtue  of 
this  act,  shall  cease  to  have  any  force  or  effect  after  the 
first  day  of  January  next,  succeeding  the  establishment  of  a 
State  government.  The  trustees  of  the  schools,  who  were 
parties  to  this  suit,  were  appointed  under  a  law  of  the  State, 
and  claimed  under  that  appointment.  The  point  in  dispute 
"281 1  ^^^  "whether  the  opposing  party  had  not  a  right  prior 
^  and  superior  to  the  State,  uy  virtue  of  an  Indian  reser- 
Tation,  made  tn  the  treaty  by  which  the  territory  had  been 
ceded  to  the  United  States.  And  in  deciding  the  question, 
this  court  treated  the  acts  of  Congress  granting  the  land  to 
the  State,  and  also  the  law  of  the  State  appointing  the  Com- 
uissioners,  as  valid  and  constitutional ;  and  it  is  not  sug- 
gested, in  the  opinion,  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  township 
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had  a  legal  title  to  the  school  section,  or  any  right  to  appoint 
Com  mission  era  to  control  and  administer  the  fund,  unless 
authorized  to  do  bo  by  a  law  of  the  State.  In  the  ease  before 
us,  therefore,  if  the  act  of  1816  does  not  vest  the  title  in  the 
State,  it  still  remains  in  the  United  States,  and  not  in  the 
trustees. 

8.  If,  however,  these  lands  were  conveyed  to  the  trustees, 
by  virtue  of  the  act  of  the  territorial  legislature  of  1806,  yet 
tliey  were  but  i^ents  of  the  State,  without  any  private  indi- 
vidual interests,  and  have  no  ground  therefore  for  this  pro- 
ceeding in  equity  against  the  State.  The  whole  fund  was 
created  by  the  public  for  public  purposes.  And  in  the  case 
of  the  Dartmouth  College,  (4  Wheat.,  629,)  the  court  said, 
"  If  the  act  of  incorporation  he  a  gi'ant  of  political  power,  if 
it  create  a  civil  institution  to  be  employed  in  the  administra- 
tion of  the  government,  or  if  the  funds  of  the  college  be  pul)- 
lic  property,  or  if  the  State  of  New  Hampshire,  aa  a  govern- 
ment, be  alone  interested  in  its  transactions,  the  subject  is 
one  in  whicli  the  legislature  of  the  State  may  act  according 
to  its  own  judgment,  unrestrained  by  any  hmitation  of  its 
power  imposed  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States." 
Here  the  funds  are  coutributed  entirely  by  the  public  for  a 
public  purpose,  and  these  ap|)ellants  have  no  private  individ- 
ual interest,  and  allege  none  in  their  bill  in  behalf  of  tbem- 
selvea  or  othei-s,  whicTi  entitles  them  to  maintain  a  suit  against 
the  State.  They  are  public  agents  for  a  public  purpose,  and 
nothing  more,  and  so  describe  themselves.  The  laws  of  tlie 
State,  which  directed  the  appropriation  of  the  fund  to  the 
uses  for  which  it  was  dedicated,  are  therefore  constitutional 
and  valid,  under  the  decision  above  referred  to,  and  in  my 
opinion  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Stat«  ought 
to  be  affirmed. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  and 
was  argued  by  counsel.  On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now 
here  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  by  this  court,  that  the 
decree  of  the  said  Supreme  Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with  costs,  and  that  this  cause  be, 
and  the  same  *is  hereby,  remanded  to  the  said  Supreme  raooQ 
Court,  in  order  that  such  further  proceedings  may  be  *- 
had  therein,  in  conformity  to  the  opinion  of  this  court,  as  to 
law  and  justice  may  appertain. 
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William  Christy,  Plaintiff  in  ebeok,  v.  William  T. 
Scott;  William  Cheisty  v.  James  D.  Fihley;  Wil- 
liam Christy  v.  Wiluam  Young  ;  William  Christy  ». 

HiBAM  HbnlT. 

In  Teiu,  the  technjcal  forms  of  plcftding,  fixed  by  the  common  law,  are  dia- 
pensed  with,  but  the  principle*  which  regutatc  the  merita  of  a  trial  by 
ejectment  and  the  substance  of  a  plea  of  title  to  such  an  action,  are  prc- 

Therefore,  where  the  plaintiff  filed  a  petition  alleging  that  he  was  seised  in 
his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  land  from  which  the  defendant  had  ejected  liim, 
and  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  if  the  plaintiif  had  any  paper  title,  it  was 
under  a  certain  grant  which  was  not  valid,  this  p[ea  was  bad. 

So  also  was  a  ptes  denying  tlie  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  receive  his  title, 
becanee  he  was  not  then  a  citizen  of  Texas.  These  pleas  would  have  been 
appropriate  objections  to  the  plainttS's  title  when  produced  upon  the  trial. 

So  alio  where,  under  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  defendant  claimed 
certain  land  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  disclaimed  all  not  iut'ludi'd  within 
them.  There  is  nothinfi  to  ahow  that  the  land  so  included  waa  part  of  the 
land  claimed  by  the  plaintifl. 

So  also  where  the  plea  was  in  substance  that  the  plaintiff  bad  no  good  title 
against  Texas,  no  title  Id  the  defendant  being  thown.  For  the  action  ma^ 
hare  been  maintidnable,  although  the  true  title  waa  not  in  the  plaintiff.' 

These  four  cases  were  brought  iip,  by  writ  of  error,  fi-om 
the  District  Court)  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
Texas. 

They  all  involved  the  same  principles,  and  were  covered 
by  the  decision  in  Scott's  case.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  to 
set  out  the  pleadings  in  that  case. 

Christy  tiled  his  petition,  alleging  that  he  was  seised  in  his 
demesne  as  of  fee,  in  a  certain  tract  or  parcel  of  land,  (which 
he  described  by  metes  and  bounds,)  from  which  Scott  ejected 
him;  and  praying  judgment  for  damages,  and  for  the  recov- 
ery of  the  lands. 

Scott  filed  the  following  answer :  And  now  comes  the  said 
defendant,  and  answering  the  petition  of  tlie  plaintiff,  says, 
that  be  denies  all  and  singular  the  allegations  in  the  said  peti- 
tion, and  prays  that  the  plaintiff  be  held  to  strict  proof  of  the 


'  CiTBD.    Chrleton  y.  Darcg,  46  8n-  Mo.,  284;  Sardwick  t.  Jona,  65  Mo., 

perior(N.  Y.),<93.  54;  llliaoii  S-c.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  CM,9i 

Defendant  in  ejectment  cannot  rely  111.,  66,     Contra,  Roe  y.  Doe  d.  Barttr, 

on  a  title  in  a  third  person.     Chriii^  33  Ga.,  ^X;  Roe  y.  Doe  d.  Sidliean.  Id., 

T.fin(/;»v,p(wf,«20a;  Chriitsy.Yomg,  486;  //umWe  v.Sp«ars,8  Baxt.  (Tenn.J, 

poK,   •206;    Chrials   v.    Uealt-,.  post,  150;    CW-i    T.   Lu-alU,   81»   111.,   331; 

•297.     S.  P.    Broliakeii  t.  McClain,  01  Barrrlt  v.  Clary,  38  Hfch.,  223  ;  CUm- 

Pa.  St.,  146;   Rvan  r.   Tomlimmn,  39  enli  y.  Pearce,  63  Alt.,  iM;  Sear  Vol- 

C«l.,  639;    Wood!  T.  Hildebrand,  46  W  Coal  Co.  T.  i3«»ort,  96  Pa.  6t,  73. 
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2.  And  as  to  the  trespasses  and  ejectments,  or  either  or  any 
of  them,  complained  of  by  [the]  {ihiiiitiEf  in  his  petition,  the 
defendant  says  he  ia  not  guilty,  and  puts  himself  upon  the 
country,  &c. 

3.  And  the  defendant  further  says,  that  as  to  the  pretended 
grant  or  title  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  laud  described  in  his  peti- 
tion (if  any  paper  title  he  hiis),  the  sume  bears  date,  to  wit, 
the  twentieth  day  of  September,  a.  d.,  1835,  and  the  land  de- 
scribed 'in  said  pretended  grant  or  title,  and  in  said  r«2«3 
petition,  is,  and  was  at  the  date  of  said  grant,  situated  '- 

in  the  twenty  frontier  leagues  bordering  on  the  United 
[States]  line,  and  said  pretended  grant  was  made  without 
the  ajiprobation  or  assent  of  the  executive  of  the  national 
government  of  Mexico. 

4.  And  the  said  defendant  further  answers,  and  says,  that 
if  any  euch  gi'ant  or  title  was  made,  as  by  said  plaintiff  is 
pi-etended,  the  same  was  made,  (as  by  said  plaintifTs  pre- 
tended grant  appeai-s,)  on,  to  wit,  the  twentieth  day  of  Sep- 
tember, A.  D.,  1835,  and  was  not  made  by  any  public  officer, 
commissioner,  or  authority,  then,  to  wit,  at  the  date  of  said 
pretended  grant  or  title,  existing  in  the  State  of  Coahuila  and 
Texas,  competent  to  make  the  same. 

5.  And  the  said  defendant  further  says,  that  the  plaintiff 
claims  the  land  sued  for  under  and  through  a  pretended 
grant  from  the  government  of  the  Stat«  of  Coaiuila  and 
Texas,  made  to  one  Miguel  Arcenicga,  as  a  Mexican  and 
purchaser,  and  purporting  to  have  been  procured  for  the  said 
Arceniega  by  one  William  G.  Logan,  as  his  agent.  And  the 
defendant  says,  that  the  said  preteixled  grant  or  title  of  the 
plaintiff  to  the  land  sued  for  is  not  valid  in  law,  because 
the  same  was  procured  from  the  government  of  the  State  of 
Coahuila  and  Texas  by  frnml,  in  this,  that  the  said  Miguel 
Arceniega  and  the  said  William  G.  Logan  combined  and  con- 
federated together  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  law,  then 
in  force,  allowing  the  sale  of  lauds  to  Mexicans,  and  to  them 
only;  and  falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  to  the  said 
government  that  the  application  by  said  Arceniega  for  the 
said  grant  of  land  was  really  and  bond  fide  made  for  him  by 
the  said  Logan,  and  that  the  said  Arceniega  was  to  be  the 
real  purchaser  of  said  land,  and  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  same 
as  a  Mexican  citizen :  while,  in  truth,  the  said  Arceniega 
fraudulently  permitted  the  said  Logan  to  use  his  name,  and 
in  his  name  procure  the  said  grant  solely  for  the  use  and  ben- 
efit of  him,  the  said  Logan,  who  was  not,  at  the  time  of  pro- 
curing sai<l  grant,  a  Mexican  citizen ;  and  who,  by  the  ialse 
and  fraudulent  practices  aforesaid,  procured  tlie  said  grant, 
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and  appropriated  the  land  granted  to  Ids  (the  stud  Lggau'ij) 
own  use  and  benefit. 

6.  And  the  Baid  defendant  says,  that  the  plaintiff  claima 
the  premises  described  in  his  petition  by  a  pretended  grant, 
purporting  to  have  been  made  by  authority  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  State  of  Coahuila  and  Texas  to  Miguel  Arceni- 
ega,  bearing  date,  to  wit,  the  twentieth  day  of  September, 
A.  D.,  1835  J  and  that  the  said  pretended  grant  was  made  upon 
the  conditions  that  the  said  Arceuiega,  or  the  person  or  per- 
sons to  whom  he  might  alienate  the  laud  in  said  grant  de- 
scribed, should  cultivate  tlie  same  within  six  years  from  the 
•2841  ftt^liiisition  thereof  by  said  'pretended  title,  and  pay 

^  for  said  land  the  price  established  h}'  law.  And  the 
defendant  says,  that  the  said  Arceniega,  and  those  claiming 
said  land  under  him,  wholly  failed  to  comply  with  said  con- 
ditions. 

7.  And  the  said  defendant  says,  that  the  said  plaintiff 
claims  the  land  described  in  his  petition  under  and  through  a 
pretended  grant  purporting  to  have  been  made  to  one 
Miguel  Arceniega  by  authority  of  the  government  of  the 
State  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  bearing  date,  to  wit,  the  twen- 
tieth day  of  September,  A.  D.,  18S5,  and  under  and  through  a 
pretended  claim  of  transfers  from  said  Arceniega  to  plaintiff; 
and  that  within  six  years  from  the  date  of  said  pretended 

frant,  and  before  the  annexation  of  Texas  to  die  United 
tates,  the  said  pretended  transfers  were  made  to  said  pliun- 
tiff ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not,  at  the  date  of  said  pre- 
tended grant  to  him,  and  previous  thereto  had  never  been,  a 
resident  citizen  of  Texas  or  Mexico,  but  was  then,  and  thence 
hitherto  continued  bo  be,  a  resident  aud  citizen  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  owing  and  paying  allegiance  to  the  gov- 
ernment thereof. 

8.  And  the  said  defendant  further  answering  says,  that  he 
is  the  owner  of  the  following  tracts  or  parcels  of  land,  to  wit ; 
(setting  out  a  tract  of  land  by  metes  and  bounds,  but  without 
saying  whether  or  not  it  was  the  land  claimed  by  the  plain* 
tin)  and  the  defendant  says  that  his  possession  of  tbe  said 
land  is  by  virtue  of  the  authority  and  title  of  the  stud  John 
Graves,  and  as  claimant  under  said  Graves ;  and  the  said  de- 
fendant says,  that  he  and  the  said  Graves,  under  whom  he 
claims  as  to  the  said  last-mentioned  tract  of  land,  and  that 
he,  in  his  own  right  and  those  under  whom  he  claims,  as  to 
the  several  parcels  of  land  above  described,  have  had  peace- 
able adverse  possession  of  said  several  tracts  of  land,  claiming 
the  same  by  virtue  of  the  certificates  and  files  aforesaid,  and 
the  surveys  aCore&aid,  with  chains  of  legal  transfers  from  the 
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goTernment  down  to  this  defendant,  and  to  those  under 
whom  he  claims,  for  more  than  three  years  next  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit;  and  the  defendant  diaclaims 
ownership  and  possession  of  any  portion  of  the  land  descnbed 
in  plaintiffs  petition,  not  included  in  the  metes  and  bounds 
of  the  several  tracts  and  parcels  above  set  forth. 

9.  Said  defendant  further  says,  that  the  land  claimed  by 
plaintiff  in  his  petition  is  located  within  the  territory  desig- 
nated at  the  twenty  frontier  leagues,  bordering  on  the  United 
States  of  the  North,  in  the  act  of  the  Congress  of  the  Repub- 
lic of  Texas,  approved  January  9th,  1841,  and  entitled  "An 
act  to  quiet  the  land  titles  within  the  twenty  frontier  leagues 
bordering  on  the  United  States  of  the  North,"  and  is  claimed 
by  plaintiff  by  virtue  of  said  location  made  prior  to  the  sev- 
enteenth day  of  *March,  A.  D.,  1836 ;  and  that  said  r»no(- 
plaintiff,  and  those  under  whom  he  claims  said  land,  '- 
did  not  commence  an  action  to  try  the  validity  of  said  claim 
within  twelve  months  from  the  passage  of  the  act  aforesaid. 

And  the  defendant  su^ests  to  the  court  that  he  lias  had 
adverse  possession  in  good  faith  of  the  said  several  tracts  or 
parcels  of  land,  for  more  than  one  year  next  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit;  and  that,  during  said  possession,  he 
has  made  permanent  and  valuable  improvements  in  the  same, 
consisting  of,  to  wit,  one  thousand  acres,  cleared  and  fenced, 
and  divers  good  dwelling-houses,  gin-houses,  barns,  corn- 
cribs,  orchards,  outhouses,  &c.,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the 
value  of  ten  thonsand  dollars. 

The  plaintiff  then  filed  the  following  replications  and  de- 
murrers : 

2.  And  the  plaintiff,  by  attorney,  comes,  and  as  to  the  plea 
by  the  defendant,  secondly  by  him  in  his  answer  pleaded, 
whereof  said  defendant  puts  himself  upon  the  country,  he, 
said  plaintiff,  doth  the  like. 

Demurrer  [to  ^d  plea'\. 

And  the  said  plaintiff,  by  attorney,  comes  and  savB,  pre- 
cludi  non,  by  reason  of  any  thing  in  the  defendants  third 
plea,  in  his  said  answer  pleaded ;  because  he  says  the  said 
plea,  and  the  matters  and  tilings  therein  contained,  are  not 
sufficient  in  law  to  bar  and  preclnde  him  from  having  and 
maintaining  his  action  aforesaid,  and  this  he  is  ready  to 
verify;  wherefore,  he  prays  judgment,  &c. 

And  for  cause  of  demurrer,  according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  anch  case  made  and  provided,  the  said  plaintiff 
aetB  down  and  shows  the  following,  to  wit: 

Vou  XIV.— 20  SOS 
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1.  The  said  plea  in  bar  of  plaintiffs  action  attempts  to  set 
up  the  want  of  the  approbation  or  assent  of  the  executive  of 
the  national  government  of  Mexico,  to  the  issuance  of  a  grant 
within  the  twenty  border  leagues,  when  the  national  coloniza- 
tion law,  under  which  is  sought  the  benefit  of  this  bar,  con- 
tains no  prohibition  to  the  issuance  of  said  grant;  but  if,  at 
the  time  of  the  issuance  of  said  grant,  there  was  any  such 
prohibition,  it  only  estended  to  making  settlements  within 
said  border  leagues. 

2.  The  said  plea  in  bar  of  plaintiffs  action  attempts  to  set 
up  the  issuance  of  a  grant  under  which  the  plaintiff  claims, 
dated  20th  September,  1835,  without  the  approbation  of  the 
supreme  executive  of  Mexico,  within  the  border  leagues; 
but  does  not  show  the  nature  or  kind  of  said  grant,  so  as  to 
enable  the  court  to  judge  of  its  validity. 

*2Kfi1      *^*  '^"'^        ^^  ^'^^  '^  ^^  other  respects  defective, 
-'  informal,  and  insufficient,  &c. 

Heplication  [to  4th  plea], 

4.  And  for  replication  to  the  fourth  plea  by  the  said  de- 
fendant in  his  said  answer  pleaded,  the  said  plaintiff  says,  pre- 
cludi  non,  because  he  says  the  grant  under  which  the  plaintiSF 
claims  was  issued  by  an  authority,  at  the  time  of  the  issuance 
of  the  same,  in  the  State  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  existing 
and  competent  to  issue  the  same,  and  this,  be  prays,  may  be 
inquired  of  by  the  country. 

Replication  [to  Stk  plea]. 

6.  And  for  replication  to  the  fifth  plea,  by  the  said  defend- 
ant in  his  said  answer  pleaded,  the  said  plaintiff  sajB,pre- 
eludi  non,  because  he  says  that  the  said  grant,  under  which 
the  said  plaintiff  claims,  was  not  obtained  or  procured  to  be 
issued  by  fraudulent  misrepresentations,  as  in  the  said  plea 
alleged,  and  this,  he  prays,  may  be  inquired  of  by  the  couu- 
try. 

Demurrer  [to  Gthplea]. 

6.  And  as  to  the  sixth  plea,  by  the  said  defendant  in  his 
stud  answer  pleaded,  the  said  plaintiff  says,  prechtdi  non, 
because  be  says  the  said  plea,  and  the  matters  and  things 
therein  contained,  are  not  sufficient  in  law  to  bar  and  pre- 
clude said  plaintiff  from  having  and  maintaining  his  action 
aforesaid,  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify ;  wherefore  be  prays 
judgment,  &0. 

And  for  cause  of  demurrer,  according  to  the  form  of  the 
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statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  the  said  plaintiff 
aets  down  and  shows  the  following,  to  wit; 

1.  The  conditions  set  forth  in  the  said  plea,  as  those  upon 
which  said  grant  was  issued,  as  is  manifest  by  the  said  plea, 
were  conditions  subsequent,  of  which  the  defendant  cannot 
take  advantage  upon  a  failure  in  their  performance. 

2.  A  failure  to  perform  the  conditions  in  said  plea  set  out, 
might  have  been  cause  of  the  forfeiture  of  the  estate  passed 
by  said  grant  in  said  plea,  set  out  on  a  proceeding  in  behalf 
of  the  State ;  but  this  is  no  reason  why  the  defendant,  before 
forfeiture  declared,  should,  against  the  plaintiff,  retain  pos- 
session of  the  estate  in  said  grant  mentioned. 

3.  And  the  said  plea  is,  in  other  respects,  defective,  infor- 
mal, and  insufficient,  &o. 

Demurrer  [to  7th  plea]. 

7.  And  as  to  the  seventh  plea,  by  the  said  defendant  in 
his  said  answer  pleaded,  the  said  plaintiff  says,  preeludi  non, 
because  he  says  the  said  plea,  and  the  matters  and  things 
therein  •contained,  are  not  sufficient  in  law  to  bar  r^nuT 
and  preclude  him  from  having  and  maintaining  Ins  '- 
action  aforesaid,  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify ;  wherefore  he 
prays  judgment,  &c. 

And  for  cause  of  demurrer,  according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  the  said  plaintiff  seta 
down  and  shows  the  following,  to  wit : 

1.  The  said  plea  in  bar  avers,  that  the  estate  in  the  premises, 
in  the  said  petition  mentioned,  was  transferred  to  said  plain- 
tiff while  and  during  the  time  he  was  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  and  owning  allegiance  to  the  same,  and  an 
alien  to  the  Republic  of  Texas ;  yet  shows  no  forfeiture  de- 
clared, on  office  found,  so  as  to  divest  the  estate  vested  by  said 
transfer. 

2.  And  the  said  plea  is  in  other  respects  defective,  in- 
formal, and  insufficient,  &c. 

Replication  [to  8(A  plea\. 

Withdrawn,  and  the  following  demurrer  substituted: 
And  now,  at  this  tcnn,  comes  the  plaintiff,  by  his  attorney, 
and,  by  leave  of  the  court  fii-st  had  and  obtained,  withdraws 
his  replication  to  the  eighth  plea,  by  the  defendant  in  this  be- 
half pleaded,  and  says,  prerluili  non,  by  reason  of  any  thing 
in  the  said  defendant's  eighth  plen  in  this  behalf  pteaded, 
because  he  says  the  said  plea,  and  the  matters  and  things 
therein  contained,  are  not  sufficient  in  law  to  bar  and  preclude 
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him  from  having  and  maintaiDing  his  action  aforesaid,  and 
this  he  is  ready  to  verify ;  wherefore  he  prays  judgment,  &c. 
And  for  causes  of  demurrer,  accoi-ding  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  the  said  plaintiff  sets 
down  and  shows  the  following,  to  wit : 

1.  The  said  plea  avers,  that  the  said  defendant,  and  a  cer- 
tain John  Graves,  under  whom  he,  the  said  defendant,  claims, 
as  to  a  part  of  the  land  in  said  plea  mentioned,  had  and  still 
held  peaceable  possession  of  the  same,  for  more  than  three 
years  next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit  under  color 
of  title;  when,  to  produce  a  bar  within  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  a  possession,  under  the  circumstances, 
and  within  the  time  prescribed  by  said  statutes,  by  said  de- 
fendant alone,  should  have  been  set  up. 

2.  The  said  defendant,  by  said  plea,  avers  that,  as  to  a  part 
of  the  lands  in  said  plea  specified,  the  title  is  yet  outstanding 
in  a  certain  John  Graves;  yet  the  said  defendant,  by  his  said 
plea  as  to  said  land,  attempts  to  set  up  ui  bar,  by  reason  of 
po^ession  of  the  same  for  three  years,  under  color  of  title, 
next  before  the  commencement  of  plaintiff's  action. 

3.  The  said  defendant,  by  his  said  pica,  avers,  that  a  portion 
of  the  land  in  said  plea  specihed,  and  of  which  he,  said  de- 
•2Rftl  f^n^^"''  "claims  to  be  the  owner,  by  virtue  of  his,  said 

J  defendant's,  own  head-right  certificate,  has  not  been 
surveyed,  as  by  law  required,  to  vest  title  in  the  same  in  said 
defendant;  yet  said  defendant,  as  to  the  same,  by  his  said 
plea,  attempts  to  set  up  in  bar  an  adverse  possession,  for  three 
years  next  before  commencement  of  plaiutifTs  action,  under 
color  of  title. 

4.  The  said  defendant,  by  his  said  plea,  does  not  aver,  that 
he,  said  defendant,  was  ever  an  actual  settler  upon  the  said 
land,  of  which,  by  Mb  said  plea,  he  claims  to  be  in  adverse 
possession. 

5.  Though  the  said  defendant,  by  his  said  plea,  attempts  to 
set  up  in  bar  an  adverse  possession,  under  color  of  title,  for 
three  years  next  before  commencement  of  plaintifTs  action 
herein,  yet  he  does  not  show  that  said  color  of  title  was  duly 
proven  and  recorded. 

6.  The  said  defendant,  by  his  said  plea,  attempts  to  set  up 
in  bar  of  plaintiiFs  action  adverse  possession,  under  color  of 
title,  for  three  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  said 
plaintiffs  said  action,  when,  by  the  purview  of  the  statutes  in 
such  case  made  and  provideil,  there  can  be  no  such  bar;  but 
if  any,  the  bar  must  be  by  such  adverse  possession,  under  such 
color  of  title,  for  three  years  next  after  cause  of  action  accrued, 
and  before  commencement  of  action. 
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7.  The  aaid  plea,  though  in  bar,  does  not  make  any  case  by 
which  the  plaintiff  is  barred  of  his  action,  by  reason  of  any 
possession  adverse,  within  the  terms  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided. 

8.  And  the  said  plea,  is,  in  other  respects,  defective,  infor- 
mal, and  insufficient,  &c. 

Demurrer  [(o  9thplea'\. 

9.  And  as  to  the  niutli  plea,  by  the  said  defendant  in  his 
said  answer  pleaded,  the  said  plaintiff  n&ys,  precludi  non,  be- 
cause he  says  the  said  plea,  and  the  mattei-s  and  things  therein 
continued,  are  not  suihcieiit  in  law  to  bar  and  preclude  him, 
said  plaintiff,  from  having  and  uiaintaining  his  action  afore- 
said, and  this  lie  is  ready  to  verify ;  wherefore  he  prays  judg^ 
ment,  &c. 

And  for  cause  of  demurrer,  according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  cuse  made  and  provided,  the  said  plaintiff  sets 
out  and  shows  the  following,  to  wit : 

1 .  The  act  of  Congress,  referred  to  in  said  plea,  at  the  time 
of  the  approval  thereof,  since,  and  now,  was  not,  and  is  not, 
the  law  of  the  land. 

2.  The  said  act  of  Congress  was  made  and  intended  to  im- 
pair the  obligation  of  contracts. 

S.  And  the  said  plea  is,  in  other  respects,  defective,  infor- 
mal, and  insufficient,  &c. 

"In  this  state  of  the  pleadings,  the  cause  was  called  r«oao 
for  trial,  when  the  following  judgment  was  rendered :    '- 

This  day  came  the  parties  aforesaid,  by  their  attorneys,  and 
the  questions  of  law,  arising  upon  the  demurrers  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  third,  sixth,  seventh,  eighth,  and  ninth  pleas,  by 
the  defendant  in  his  answer  pleaded,  having  been  argued  and 
submitted,  because  it  seems  to  the  court  that  the  law  is  for 
the  defendant ;  it  is  therefore  considered  by  the  court,  that 
the  said  demurrers  be  overruled,  and  the  plaintiff  stating  that 
he  intended  to  abide  by  his  demurrers,  it  is  further  couBidered 
by  the  court,  that  the  defendant  go  hence  without  day,  and 
that  he  recover  of  his  plaintiff  tlie  costs,  by  him  about  his 
defence  in  this  behalf  expended,  to  be  taxed  by  the  clerk,  &c. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  then  filed  the  following  argu- 
ment of  errors : 

1.  The  defendant's  third  plea,  by  him  in  his  answer  pleaded, 
attempts  to  set  up,  in  bar  of  plaintiff's  action,  the  issuance  of 
the  grant  under  which  the  plaintiff  claims,  without  the 
approbation  of  the  executive  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico, 
when,  by  the  law  of  the  State  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  under 
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which  said  grant  was  issued,  there  was  no  prohibition  to  the 
issuance  of  said  grant  without  such  api>robatioii,  and  the  said 
fact  pleaded  is  no  bar ;  yet  the  said  court  overruled  the  plain- 
tifTs  demurrer  to  said  plea,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  de- 
fendant, when  said  demurrer,  according  to  the  rules  of  law, 
should  have  been  sustained. 

2.  The  said  defendant,  by  his  sixth  plea  in  his  said  answer 
pleaded,  attempts  to  set  up,  in  bar  of  plaintiff's  action  afore- 
said, the  non-performance  of  conditions  subsequent,  without 
showing  reentry,  or  other  mode  of  enforcing  a  forfeiture  of 
the  estate  granted ;  yet  the  court  overruled  the  plaintiff's 
demurrer  to  said  plea,  when,  according  to  the  rules  of  law, 
the  same  should  have  been  sustained. 

3.  The  said  defendant,  by  his  seventh  plea  in  his  answer 
pleaded,  attempts  to  set  up,  in  bar  of  plaiutifTs  action,  the 
fact,  that  the  lands  claimed  and  sued  for  by  the  plaintiff,  in 
his  petition  described,  were  sold  and  transferred  to  the  said 
plaintiff  while  and  during  the  time  he  was  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  owing  allegiance  to  the  same,  and 
an  alien  to  the  Republic  of  Texas,  without  showing  any  office 
found,  or  forfeiture  declared  in  any  manner  whatever;  yet 
the  court  overruled  the  plaintiffs  demurrer  to  said  plea, 
when,  according  to  the  rules  of  law,  the  same  should  have 
been  sustained. 

4.  The  said  defendant,  by  his  eighth  plea  in  his  said  answer 
pleaded,  insists  upon  a  bar,  by  and  under  the  fifteenth  section 
of  an  act  of  Congress  of  the  Republic  of  Texas,  entitled  "An 
Act  of  Limitations,"  approved  February  5th,  1841 ;  but,  by 
•2901  ^^  *plea,  does  not  show  or  allege  that  he  was  a  settler 

-I  on  the  land  in  question,  having  had  and  held  continuous 
adverse  possession  of  the  same,  under  title  duly  proven  and 
recorded,  or  under  color  of  title,  for  three  years  next  after 
cause  of  action  accrued,  and  before  action  brought,  as  by  the 
rules  of  law  he  should  have  done ;  yet  the  said  court  overruled 
the  plaintiff's  demurrer  to  said  plea,  when,  according  to  the 
rules  of  law,  it  should  have  been  sustained. 

5.  The  said  defendant,  by  his  ninth  plea  in  his  answer 
pleaded,  attempts  to  set  up,  in  bar  of  plaintiff^s  action,  the 
failure  to  commence  action  within  twelve  months  after  the 
passiige  of  an  act  by  the  Congress  .if  the  Republic  of  Texas, 
entitled  "  An  act  to  quiet  land-titles  within  the  twenty  fron- 
tier leagues  bordering  on  the  United  States  of  the  North,"  to 
try  the  validity  of  the  grant  under  which  plaintiff  claims, 
when  it  is  apparent  that  said  grant,  under  which  plaintiff 
claims,  was  a  perfect,  and  not  an  imperfect  or  inchoate  title, 
and  as  to  which  the  government  of  the  Republio  of  Texas  had 

810 


DECEMBER  TERM,   1852.  290 

Christy  V.  Scott  et  al. 

no  legitimate  power  or  authority  to  require  or  prescribe  the 
commencement  of  any  suit  in  the  form  or  manner  the  same 
was  prescribed,  to  try  the  validity  of  the  title  vested  by  said 
grant,  or  create  a  bar  in  consequence  of  a  failure  to  commence 
said  suit ;  yet  the  demurrer  to  said  plea  was  overruled  by 
sajd  court,  when  the  same,  according  to  the  rules  of  law, 
should  have  been  sustained. 

The  plaintiff  then  sued  out  a  writ  of  error,  and  brought  the 
case  up  to  this  court. 

It  was  ai^ued  by  Mr.  Bibb  and  Mr.  Crittenden,  (Attorney- 
General,)  with  whom  was  Mr.  Hughes,  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  and  Mr.  Sill,  with  whom  was  Mr.  Henderson,  for  the 
defendant  in  error. 

The  ai^ument,  of  course,  turned  entirely  upon  the  validity 
or  invalidity  of  the  plea ;  but  the  discussion  was  so  much  in- 
volved with  the  laws  and  facts  in  the  case,  that  a  report  of  it 
is  postponed  until  the  record  shall  be  brought  up  again  in 
the  shape  suggested  by  the  court. 

Mr.  Justice  CURTIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  8  writ  of  error  to  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Texas. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  filed  a  petition,  in  which  he  avers, 
that  on  the  1st  day  of  June,  18S9,  be  was  seised  in  his  de- 
mesne as  of  fee  of-  three  tracts  of  land,  described  in  the  peti- 
tion by  metes  and  bounds,  and  that  the  defendant,  with  force 
of  arms,  ejected  him  therefrom,  and  has  thenceforward  kept 
him  out  of  possession  thereof;  and  he  prays  judgment  for 
dara^es  and  costs,  and  for  the  lands  described.  The  defend- 
ant filed  what  is  styled  an  "answer,  containing  nine  rcoqi 
distinct  articles,  or  pleas,  each  of  which  seems  to  have  *- 
been  intended,  and  has  been  treated,  as  a  substantive  de- 
fence. The  plaintiff  demurred  to  the  third,  sixth,  seventh, 
eighth,  and  ninth,  of  these  pleas.  There  was  no  joinder  in 
demurrer  by  the  defendant,  but  the  District  Court  treated 
the  demurrers  as  raising  issues  in  law,  and  gave  judgment 
thereon  for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  has  brought  the 
record  here  by  a  writ  of  error. 

Upon  this  record,  questions  of  great  difficulty,  and  under- 
stood to  affect  the  titles  to  large  quantities  of  land,  have  been 
elaborately  argued  at  the  bar.  These  questions  involve  and 
depend  upon  the  interpretation  of  the  Colonization  Laws  of 
the  Republic  of  Mexico,  and  their  practical  administration  ; 
the  relative  rights  and  powers  of  the  central  government,  and 
of  the  State  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  in  referenoe  to  the  pub- 
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lie  domain ;  the  modes  of  declaring  and  vindicating  those 
lights,  and  exercising  those  powers  under  the  constitution  of 
the  Mexican  Republic ;  the  effect  of  the  separation  of  the 
State  of  Coahuila  and  Texas  from  Mexico,  by  the  revolution 
of  1886,  upon  titles  made  by  the  State  authorities  before  the 
revolution,  and  alleged  to  be  defective  for  want  of  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  central  government ;  as  well  as  several  important 
laws  of  the  Republic  of  Texas,  framed  for  the  protection  of 
the  pubUo  domain,  and  for  the  repose  of  titles  iu  that 
country. 

It  is  impossible  that  the  court  should  approach  an  adjudi- 
cation of  a  case,  involving  elements  so  new  and  difficult, 
without  much  anxiety,  leat  they  should  have  failed  entirely 
to  comprehend  and  fitly  to  apply  them.  And  it  is  obvious, 
that  before  it  is  possible  to  do  so,  all  the  facts  constituting 
the  title  of  each  party,  and  essential  to  a  complete  view  of 
the  case,  and  especially  the  documentary  evidences  of  those 
titles,  should  be  placed  before  as,  in  a  determinate  form. 

This  record  is  far  from  being  sufficient  in  these  substan- 
tial, and,  indeed,  necessary  particulars.  The  petition  avers  a 
seisin  in  fee,  on  a  particular  day,  and  an  ouster  by  the 
defenduit.  The  defendant  shows  no  title  in  himself  to  the 
land  demanded,  but  asserts  that  the  plaintiff  claims  title  by  a 
pretended  grant,  made  on  the  20th  day  of  September,  1835  ; 
that  the  land  was  within  the  twenty  &ontier  leagues  border- 
ing on  the  United  States ;  that  the  approbation  of  the  execu- 
tive of  the  national  government  of  Mexico  was  not  given ; 
and,  iu  other  pleas,  avers  other  facta,  to  show  that  if  any  such 
grant  had  been  made  it  would  not  have  been  valid.  But  no 
grant,  under  which  either  party  claims,  appears  on  the  record, 
nor  is  the  court  informed,  through  an  exhibition  of  auy 
title  papers,  by  what  authority,  or  through  what  instrument, 
*2d21  °^  ^°^  what  consideration,  or  upon  *what  oonditiong 
J  the  title  to  these  lands,  originally  passed  from  the 
State;  or,  whether  more  than  one  title  thereto  has,  in  &ct, 
been  made  by  the  State;  nor  how,  or  when,  if  at  all,  any 
title  came  from  the  State  to  either  of  the  parties. 

Having  thus  stated  what  the  record  faUs  to  show,  we  pro- 
ceed to  declare  our  judgment  on  each  of  the  issues  in  law 
raised  by  the  demurrers. 

The  first  plea  which  is  demurred  to,  is  in  the  following 
words :  "  3.  And  the  defendant  further  says,  that  as  to  the 
pretended  grant  or  title  of  the  plaintifF,  to  the  land  deeoribed 
in  his  petition,  (if  any  paper  title  he  has,)  the  same  bears 
date,  to  wit,  the  twentieth  day  of  September,  A.i>.,  1835,  and 
the  land  desmbed  iu  said  pretended  grant  or  title,  and  in 
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said  petition,  is,  and  was,  at  the  date  of  eaid  grant,  situated 
in  the  twenty  frontier  leagues  bordering  on  the  United  States 
line,  aud  said  pretended  grant  was  made  without  the  appro- 
bation or  assent  of  tiie  executive  of  the  national  goTemment 
of  Mexico." 

According  to  the  settled  principles  of  the  coniBicn  law,  this 
is  not  a  defence  to  the  action.  The  plaintiEF  says  be  was 
seised  in  fee,  and  the  defendant  ejected  him  from  the  possee- 
sioD.  The  defendant,  not  denying  this,  answers,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  had  any  paper  title,  it  was  under  a  certain  grant 
which  was  not  valid.  He  shcn^  no  title  whatever  in  himself. 
But  a  mere  intruder  cannot  enter  on  a  person  actually  seised, 
and  eject  him,  and  then  question  his  title,  or  set  up  an  out- 
standing title  in  another.  The  maxim  that  the  plaintiff  must 
recover  on  the  strength  of  bis  own  title,  and  not  on  the  weak- 
ness of  the  defendant's,  is  applicable  to  all  actions  for  the 
recovery  of  property.  But  ii  the  plaintiff  had  actual  prior 
possession  of  the  land,  this  is  strong  enough  to  enable  him  to 
recover  it  from  a  mere  trespasser,  who  entered  without  any 
title.  ■  He  may  do  so  by  a  writ  of  entry,  where  that  remedy 
is  still  practised,  (Jaekton  v.  Boston  ^  Worcester  Railroad,  1 
Oush.  (Mass.),  575,)  or  by  an  ejectment,  (^Allen  v.  Rivington, 
2  Saund.,  Ill;  I>oe  v.  Read,  S  East,  356;  Doe  v.  Dyboll,  1 
Moo.  &  M.,  346 ;  Jaekton  v.  ffazen,  2  Johns.  (N.  Y.),  438 ; 
Whitney  v.  Wright,  15  Wend.  (N.  Y.).  171,)  or,  he  may  main- 
t^n  trespass,  (^Catterii  v.  Cowper,  4  Taunt.,  548;  Graha/m  v. 
Peat,  1  East,  246). 

Nor  is  there  any  thing  in  the  form  of  the  remedy,  in  Texas, 
which  renders  these  principles  inapplicable  to  this  case. 

By  the  act  of  February  5th,  1840,  (Hartley,  Dig.,  909,)  it 
is  proved,  that  the  method  of  trying  titles  to  lands  shall  be  by 
action  of  trespass,  and  that  the  action  shall  be  tried  on  i^ 
merits,  conformably  to  the  principles  of  trial  by  ejectment ; 
and  where  the  defendant  sets  up  title  to  the  land,  he  is  re- 

S[uired  to  plead  the  same.  We  understand  that  the  technical 
orms  of  'pleading,  fixed  by  the  common  law,  are  dis-  r«nqo 
pensed  with,  but  the  principles  which  regulate  the  I- 
merits  of  a  trial  by  ejectment,  and  the  substance  of  a  plea  of 
title  to  such  an  action,  are  preserved.  Tested  by  these  prin- 
ciples, this  plea  is  bad. 

Without  setting  up  any  title  in  the  defendant,  it  pleads 
certain  evidence  or  source  of  title,  which,  it  avera,  the  plain- 
tiff relies  on,  and  then  states  facts,  to  show  that  such  title  is 
invalid.    This  is  not  admissible. 

The  office  of  a  plea  is,  to  state  on  tlie  record  the  aDswer  of 
Uk  deSradant  to  the  allegations  of  the  plaintiff,  but  not  to 
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the  evidence  by  which  the  defendant  conjectures  the  plaintiff 
will  endeavor  to  support  those  allegations.  We  cannot  con- 
ceive that  such  a  mode  of  pleading  could  be  admissible  under 
any  system.  At  the  common  law,  if  the  allegation  that  the 
plaintifTs  paper  title  is  under  a  grant  [uentiuued  in  the  plea, 
had  been  traversed,  it  would  have  led  to  an  issue  which,  if 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  would  determine  nothing,  and,  there- 
fore, the  plaintiff  cannot  be  required  to  answer  such  a  plea. 
And  where  pleadings  are  so  conducted  as  not  to  terminate  iu 
issues,  as  in  Texas,  such  an  answer  neither  confesses  and 
avoids,  nor  denies  the  seisin,  or  trespass,  alleged  in  the  decla^ 
ration.     United  States  v.  Girault,  11  How.,  22. 

There  are  cases  in  which  such  allegations,  showing  the 
source  or  nature  of  the  plaintiffs  title,  are  a  necessary  part  of 
a  defence.  Whenever  the  defendant  must  plead  specially 
any  matter  which  is  a  good  defence  to  one  title,  and  not  good 
to  others,  and  the  declaration  does  not  show  on  what  particu- 
lar title  the  plaintiff  relies,  the  defendant  must,  by  proper 
averments,  set  out  the  plaintiffs  title  and  the  answer  to  it ; 
these  averments  then  become  material  and  traversable  as  pai't 
of  the  defence,  and  if  found  for  the  plaintiff,  the  defence  fails. 
An  instance  of  this  is  the  defence  of  a  statute  of  limitations, 
barring  only  particular  titles.  In  such  a  plea,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  show,  if  it  did  not  appear  in  the  declaration,  that 
the  plaintiff  had  only  such  a  title.  But  this  rule  has  no  appli- 
cation to  the  defence  under  consideration.  If  the  plaintiff 
really  relies  on  such  a  title  as  is  alleged,  whenever  he  shows 
it  in  support  of  his  petition,  the  defendant  will  have  opportu- 
nity to  object  to  it,  and  to  give  in  evidence  any  collateral 
fects  bearing  upon  it.  He  has  no  occasion,  nor  is  it  regular, 
to  plead  specially,  for  his  general  denial  of  the  plaintiffs  title 
compels  the  plaintiff  to  produce  his  title,  and  thus  opens  to 
the  defendant  all  legal  objection  to  it.  Moreover,  this  article 
in  the  answer  does  not  admit,  or  deny,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
any  grant,  or  any  paper  title  whatever,  but  says,  if  he  had 
any,  it  was  of  a  certain  description.  If  it  was  intended  to 
make  the  case  turn  on  the  validity  of  a  particular  grant,  ifa' 
•2Q41  fi^istence  ought  'to  be  admitted ;  for  why  should  the 
-^  court  be  called  upon  to  determine  the  sufficiency  in 
law  of  such  a  grant,  when  it  does  not  appear  it  exists? 

These  objections  are  equally  applicable  to  the  sixth  plea, 
which  is  therefore  also  insufficient. 

The  next  plea  is  as  follows : 

**  7.  And  the  said  defendant  says,  that  the  said  plaintiff 
ciMms  the  land  described  in  his  petition  under  and  through 
a  pretended  grant  purporting  to  have  been  made  to  one 
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Miguel  Arceniega,  by  authority  of  the  governmeDt  of  the 
State  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  bearing  date,  to  wit,  the  twen- 
tieth day  of  September,  A.  D.,  1835,  and  under  and  through  a 
pi-etended  ohaiu  of  trausfers  from  said  Arceniega  to  plaintifi^ 
and  that  within  yix  years  from  the  date  of  said  pretended 
grant,  and  before  the  annexation  of  Texas  to  the  United 
States,  the  said  pretended  transfers  were  made  to  said  plain- 
tiff, and  that  this  plaintiff  was  not,  at  the  date  of  said  pre- 
tended grant  to  him,  and  previous  thereto,  had  never  been  a 
resident  citizen  of  Texas  or  Mexico,  but  was  then,  and  thence 
hitherto,  continued  to  be  a  resident  and  citizen  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  owing  and  paying  allegiance  to  the  govern- 
ment thereof." 

This  plea  also,  is  subject  to  the  same  objections  as  the  others 
so  far  as  it  attacks  the  plaintiffs  title ;  and  if  it  was  intended 
as  a  plea  to  the  action  of  the  alienage  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is 
manifestly  bad,  for  the  plaintiff,  being  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  is  capable  of  maintaining  an  action  to  recover  lands  in 
the  State  of  Texas,  to  which  he  has  title. 

The  eighth  plea  sets  up  a  statute  of  limitations.  In  order 
to  bring  himself  within  it,  the  defendant  avers,  "  that  he  is 
the  owner  of  the  following  tracts  or  parcels  of  laud,  to  wit " ; 
and  he  then  gives  the  metes  and  bounds  of  sundry  tracts  of 
land,  and  makes  certain  other  averments  as  to  hie  possession, 
and  concludes,  "And  the  defendant  disclaims  ownership  and 
possession  of  any  portion  of  the  land  described  in  plaintiffs 
petition,  not  included  in  the  metes  and  bounds  of  the  several 
tracts  and  parcels  above  set  forth." 

The  court  cannot  treat  this  plea  as  an  answer  to  the  dec- 
laration. It  is  not  averred  therein,  nor  is  there  any  thing  on 
the  record  to  show,  that  the  tracts  of  land  described  in  it  are 
parcel  of  the  demanded  premises.  The  defendant  says  he  dis- 
claims ownership  and  possession  of  any  portion  of  the  land 
described  in  the  petition,  and  not  included  in  the  bounds  he 
sets  out.  For  aught  we  can  know,  this  disclaimer  may  cover 
the  whole  of  the  land  described  in  the  petition.  And  as  it 
does  not  appear,  by  any  direct  traversable  averment,  that  the 
disclaimer  does  not  apply  to  all  the  lands  demanded,  or  that 
the  defence  applies  to  *any,  or  if  any,  to  what  part  of  rmaae 
them,  the  court  cannot  know  for  what  to  give  judg-  '■ 
ment,  or  whether  it  should  be  for  the  oae  party  or  the  other. 

The  ninth  plea  is  as  follows: 

"  9.  Said  defendant  further  says,  that  the  land  claimed  by 
plaintiff  in  his  petition,  is  located  in  the  territory  designated 
as  the  twenty  frontier  leagues,  bordering  on  the  United  States 
of  the  North,  in  the  act  of  the  Congress  of  the  Republic  of 
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Texas,  approved  January  9th,  1841,  and  entitled  'Au  act  to 

3uiet  the  land  titles  within  the  twenty  frontier  leagues  bor- 
ering  on  the  United  States  of  the  North,'  aiid  is  claimed  by 
plaintiff  by  virtue  of  said  location,  made  prior  to  tfie  seven- 
teenth day  of  March,  a.  d.,  1836,  and  that  said  plaintiff,  and 
those  under  whom  he  claims  said  land,  did  not  commence  an 
action  to  try  the  validity  of  said  claim  within  twelve  mouths 
from  the  passage  of  the  act  aforesaid." 

Assuming  what  we  do  not  decide,  that  this  plea  shows,  that 
if  the  plaintiff  claims  under  such  a  location  as  is  mentioned, 
his  title  is  not  good  as  against  the  State  of  Texas,  stiU  it  is 
not  a  defence,  because  no  title  in  the  defendant  is  shown,  If 
the  plaintiff,  as  his  petition  avers,  was  actually  seised,  and  the 
defendant  being  a  mere  intruder,  ejected  him,  it  was  an  un- 
lawful act,  and  the  action  is  maintainable,  notwithstiiudiug 
the  State  of  Texas  may  have  the  true  title,  or  may  have 
granted  it  to  another. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  the  demurrer  to  each 
of  these  pleas  must  be  suistained,  the  judgment  of  the  District 
Court  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  ;  and  as  it  will  un- 
doubtedly become  necessary  to  amend  the  pleadings,  we 
think  it  proper  to  suggest,  that  in  a  case  involving  questions 
so  new  and  of  so  much  magnitude  and  importance,  it  would 
be  more  satisfactory,  and  more  conducive  to  a  just  decision, 
for  the  parties  to  exhibit  fully  their  respective  titles,  and  all 
collateral  facts  bearing  upon  tnem,  and  have  them  placed  upon 
the  record,  either  by  bill  of  exceptions,  or  a  special  verdict, 
to  the  end  that  the  court  may  consider  their  title  papers  in 
connection  with  the  extraneous  facts,  and  not  be  required  to 
decide  u^on  partial  or  abstract  views,  which  may  occasion  sub- 
stantial injustice,  not  only  to  the  one  party  or  the  other,  but 
possibly  to  third  persons  having  similar  titles. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Texas,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  considera- 
tion whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered  and  adjudged,  by  this 
„2Qc-]  'court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  District  Court 
-■  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with 
costs,  and  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  re- 
manded to  the  said  District  Court  for  further  proceedings  to 
be  had  therein,  in  conformity  to  the  opinion  of  this  court,  snd 
AS  to  law  and  justice  shall  appertain. 
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William  Christy,  Plaintiff  ih  errob,  v.  Jambs  D. 

FlMDLEY. 

Mr.  Justice  CURTIS. 

The  ameuded  pleae  iu  this  case,  being  five  in  ntimber,  are 
demurred  to,  and  the  demuiTers  are  sustained  fur  the  reasons 
assigned  in  the  opinion  iu  the  case  of  Christy  v.  Soott.  The 
judgment  of  the  Diatrict  Court  is  reversed,  and  the  case  re- 
manded for  further  proceedingB. 

ORDER. 

This  cause  came  on  to  he  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Texas,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  consid- 
eration wliereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered  and  adjudged  by 
this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  District  Court  in 
this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with  ousts, 
and  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded 
to  the  said  District  Court,  for  further  proceedings  to  be  had 
therein  in  conformity  to  the  opinion  of  this  court,  and  as  to 
law  and  justice  shall  appertain. 


WiLUAM  Christy,  Plaintiff  in  error,  v.  William 

YODNG. 

Mr.  Justice  CURTIS. 

In  tills  case,  the  sixth,  eighth,  ninth,  and  tenth  pleas,  are 
demurred  to,  and  tlie  demurrers  are  sustained,  for  tlie  reasons 
assigned  in  the  opinion  in  the  case  oE  Chritty  v.  Scott.  The 
tenth  plea  in  this  case  of  the  ten  years'  limitation  law  of 
Texas,  is  bad,  for  the  same  reasons  as  the  plea  of  the  three 
years'  statute  pleaded  in  that  case.  The  judgment  of  the 
District  Court  is  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  for  further 
proceedings. 

•ORDBB.  ["297 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Texas,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  cimsid- 
eration  whereof^  it  is  now  here  ordered  and  adjudged  by  thii 
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court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  District  Court  in  this 
cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with  costs,  and 
that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded  to  the 
said  District  Court  for  further  proceedings  to  be  had  therein, 
in  conformity  to  the  opinion  of  this  court,  and  as  to  law  and 
justice  shall  appertain. 


William  Cheistv,  PLAurriFp  m  bbbob,  v.  Hiram 
Henley. 

Mr.  Justice  CURTIS. 

In  this  case,  the  fourth,  sixth,  seventh,  eighth,  ninth,  ajid 
tenth  pleas,  are  demurred  to,  and  the  demurrers  are  sustained 
for  the  reasons  assigned  in  the  opinion  in  the  catges  of  Christy 
V.  Scott,  and  Okrinty  v.  Young.  The  judgment  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  is  reversed,  aud  the  case  remanded  for  further 
proceedings. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Texas,  and  was  ai^ed  by  counsel.  On  consid- 
eration whereof,  it  is  now  here  oi-dered  and  adjudged  by  this 
court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  District  Court  in  this 
cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with  costs,  and 
that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded  to  the 
said  District  Court  for  further  proceedings  to  be  had  therein,  ■ 
in  conformity  to  the  opinion  of  this  court,  and  as  to  law  and 
justice  shall  appertain. 


Stephbn  W.  Doss  AND  Stewart  Newell,  Appellants, 

V.  WrLLLAM   TTACK  AND  LiNDLEY  MURRAY. 

A  court  hu  a  right  to  set  uide  its  own  judgment  or  decree,  dismiBsing  n  bill 
in  chancery,  at  the  lame  tcnn  in  which  the  judgment  or  decree  wm  ren- 
dered, on  discoTering  ila  own  error  in  the  law,  or  tliat  the  consent  of  the 
complainanta  to  euch  diimiual  was  obtained  by  fraud.' 

•  Cited.    Qoddard  t.   Ordicaj/,   II  "The  general  power  of  the  court 

Otto,  762;  Slate  of  Nteadat.  Dittria  orer  ita  own  judgmenti,  orders,  and 

Cimrt,  16  NeT.,  872.  decreet,  in  both  drll  aud  criminal 
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*A  verdict  on  an  issue  lo  try  whether  s  sale  was  fraudulent,  finding  the  raano 
same  to  1>e  fraudulent,  will  not  be  set  aside  on  a  certificate  or  affl-  L^**™ 
davit  of  some  of  tiie  jurors,  afterwards  made,  as  lo  what  they  meant. 

A  Chancellor  does  not  need  a  verdict  to  inform  his  conscience,  when  the 
answer  denies  fraud  in  the  abstract,  wliiist  it  admits  all  the  fact*  and  cir- 
cumstances neceasaxy  to  constitute  It,  in  the  concrete.* 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Distiict  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  State  of  Texas. 

A  statement  of  the  facts  is  contaiaed  iu  the  opinion  of 
the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Allen  and  Mr.  0.  F.  Johnton,  with 
whom  was  Sr.  Sale,  for  the  appellant,  and  Mr.  Sherwood,  for 
the  appellee. 

The  points,  raised  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant,  were  the 
following : 

I.  The  complaiimnte  having  utterly  failed  to  make  out  their 
case,  by  proving  the  material  allegatioiiH  and  charges  con- 
tained in  the  original  and  acuended  bills  of  complaint,  the 
defendants  were  entitled  to  a  decree  of  dismissal. 

II.  The  pi-operty  of  tlie  copartnership  confided  to  Newell, 
and  especially  the  goods  sold  to  Edgar,  were  not  misapplied, 
but  disposed  of  in  conformity  with  the  intendment  of  the  co- 
partnership agreement.  By  this  it  is  manifest  that  the  part^ 
nership  was  not  intended  as  a  pure  mercantile  establishment, 
but  one  for  the  transaction  of  a  '"commission,  general,  and 
auction  business."  Part.  Agree't.,  Art.  1,  Pr.  2 ;  of  a  business 
"new  and  ex|)erimental  in  its  nature" — Id.,  Ait.  9;  a  busi- 
ness connected  with  tlie  operations  of  the  "  Galveston  Com- 
pany," which  Newell,  by  more  than  two  years'  labor  and  great 
expense,  had  "  paved  the  way  for  " ;  and  wliich  the  fifth  article 
of  the  said  agreement  refers  to  (there  being  notliing  else  in 
the  case  to  which  it  could  by  possibility  refer,)  in  express 
terms,  viz.:  that,  in  consideration  of  "the  expense  and  labor 
heretofore  incurred  by  Stewart  Newel!,  in  paving  the  way  for 
the  contemplated  business,  he  shall  be  entitled  to  one  quai^ 
ter  of  the  net  profits,  before  division." 


t^nge.  Ex  parte,  18  Wall.,  '  Where  tlie  court  can  decide  from 

ins.     S.  F.  Basstit  V.  [/niipil  Slatea,  9  the  proof  before  it,  an  issue   should 

Wall.,  38.     But  after  llie  expiration  not  be  awarded.    Unilnl  Slates  v.  Sam- 

of  the  term,  a  circuit  court  has  not  pei/rac,    HempsL,  118;   Hoire  t.   TFTf- 

power  to  act  aside  a  decree  in  equity,  liami,  2  Fiah,  Pat.  Caa.,  396 ;  Goodytat 

Camenm  v.  McRobfrli,  3  Wlieat.,  691 ;  T.  Prosidenct  Bobber  Co.,  Id.,  499. 
Scea  t.  Blainr,  Baldw.,  287 ;  Bnuh  v. 
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III.  The  creditors,  in  their  instructions,  refer  to  "  Etgree- 
ments  and  undei'standings  "  of  Newell  with  his  partners  and 
themselves  ;  theieby,  admitting  themselves  to  be  privy  to  the 
said  partnership  agreement,  and  that  they  gave  credit  to  the 
copartners,  in  the  busiiiesB  thereby  contemplated.  The  case 
contains  no  proof  of  any  other  agreement  or  understanding, 
to  which  they  could  pretend  to  refer. 

IV.  The  creditoi-s  obtiiined,  by  a  species  of  moral  coercion, 
which  their  position  enabled  them  to  nse,  the  primary  concur- 
•2991  '■^"'^^  "''^  Tyack  &  Murray  vt'ith  themselves,  in  the  «p- 

J  pointment  of  William  E.  Warren  as  their  mutual 
agent,  and  in  their  instructions,  which  Tyack  approved,  pre- 
scribing the  management  to  be  used  by  Warren,  in  his  inter- 
views with  Newell,  and  in  conducting  the  business  confided 
to  him,  after  his  arrival  in  Texas.  The  suit  was  manifestly 
the  result  of  a  conspiracy  between  the  creditors  and  com- 
plainants ;  the  object  being  to  obtain  a  dissolution  of  the 
partnership,  a  distribution  of  the  assets  in  Neweil's  hands,  or 
to  cause  him  "  to  place  the  merchandise  in  the  hands  "  of  War- 
ren, "  as  trustee"  for  the  creditors,  or  Captain  Tyack  " ;  the 
creditora,  on  their  part,  agreeing  not  to  proceed  against  the 
firm  of  "  William  Tyack  &  Co.,"  in  New  York,  for  the  space 
of  sixty  days ;  and  that  the  interests  of  Tyack  should  be 

Srotected,  and   his  instructions,  touching  the  suit   against 
ewell,  strictly  followed. 

V.  The  purchase  of  the  goods  by  Doas,  was  for  a  valuable 
and  adequate  consideration,  without  notice  of  any  intended 
fraud,  on  the  part  of  Newell,  made  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 
partners,  and  within  the  scoire  of  the  "  new,  experimental, 
and  general "  business,  described  in  the  partnership  agree- 
ment. The  verdict  does  not  find  the  purchaser  guilty  of  any 
fraud,  and  the  jurors  depose  that  they  did  not  intend  to  charge 
him  with  fraud.  It  declares  the  "  sale."  bnt  nut  the  purchase, 
fraudulent  as  to  the  complainants.  Andergon  ^  Wilkint  v. 
Tompkins  et  al.,  1  Brock.,  456.  This  finding  did  not  author- 
ize the  annulling  of  the  sale. 

VI.  Referring  to  the  direction  of  the  creditors,  requiring 
their  agent  to  be  governed  by  the  instructions  of  Captain 
Tyack,  the  several  letters  of  Tyack  &  Murray  to  Newell,  ad- 
vising aud  urging  him  to  sell  the  goods ;  their  subsequent 
approval  of  the  sale,  after  ample  time  to  judge,  and  referring 
to  their  confederacy  against  Newell,  before  mentioned;  the 
sale  was  authorized  before,  sanctioned  at  the  time,  and  con- 
firmed, after  it  was  consummated,  in  the  most  deliberate  man- 
ner t^'  both  the  complainants  and  the  creditors. 

VII.  All  matters  of  complaint,  embraced  in  tiie  bill  ia  this 
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cause,  excepting  the  said  sale,  were  included  and  adjudicated 
in  the  suit  of  these  complainants  againut  Newell,  commenced 
and  tried  in  the  State  Court.  The  judgment  decides  the 
merits  of  the  cause,  is  conclusive  of  all  the  said  matters,  and 
remains  in  full  force.  It  directed  a  restoration  of  the  goods 
to  Neweli — they  having  been  taken  out  of  his  hands  by  pro- 
cess in  the  cause.  After  such  restoration,  the  said  goods 
were  sold  to  Dobs,  and  this  judgment  was  a  full  authority  for 
hitn  to  purchase  them. 

VIII.  The  price  paid  by  Doss  fiir  the  goods,  was  near 
$2,000  "more  than  their  value  as  estimated  by  the  rcqnn 
complainants,  and  near  $4,000  more  tlian  that  esti-  ^ 
mated  by  the  witnesses.  It  consisted  of  $4,000  equivalent  to 
cash  advanced,  and  the  remainder  in  lands,  amounting  to 
6,485  acres,  and  worth  much  more  than  $7,753,  as  testified  by 
the  witnesses.  One  of  the  tracts,  containing  177  acres,  is  esti- 
mated by  Mr.  Thompson,  a  witness  well  qualified  to  judge,  as 
worth  $80  per  acre.  Newell,  iti  the  exercise  of  a  sound  dis- 
cretion, arising  from  his  business  connections  with  the  com- 
plainants, and  expressly  devolved  upon  him  by  their  advice 
and  directions,  and  acting  in  conformity  with  the  professed 
desire  of  the  creditors  contained  in  this  5th  instruction,  de- 
claring that  they  wished  "  no  wanton  sacrifice  of  property  for 
the  immediate  payment  of  the  whole  or  a  portion  of  their 
claims,"  could  not  have  made  a  sale  of  the  goods  more  bene- 
ficial to  all  the  parties  interested,  than  the  one  negotiated 
with  Mr.  Doss. 

IX.  Is  it  respectfully  insisted,  that  the  issue  directed  by 
the  court  "  to  determine  whether  the  sale  of  the  goods  was  or 
was  not  fraudulent  as  to  the  complainants,"  was  defective 
and  immaterial,  and,  for  this  cause,  improperly  granted. 

The  verdict  must  conform  to,  and  correspond  with,  the 
issue — that  is,  find  its  affirmative  or  negative,  and  nothing 
else.  If  the  jury  find  the  former,  viz.,  that  the  sale  was  frau- 
dulent as  to  the  complainants,  it  would  be  incompetent  for 
them,  under  this  issue,  to  go  further,  and  determine  also 
which  of  the  defendants  perpetrated  the  fraud,  or  whether 
they  combined  together,  and  were  jointly  chai^eable.  Such 
a  finding  could  not  authorize  a  decree  setting  aside  the  sale, 
nor  in  any  way  projierly  influence  the  conscience  of  the 
court.  Such  a  decree  would  have  to  rest  on  proof  in  the 
cause,  dehor*  the  verdict,  that  the  purchaser  was  a  party  to 
the  fraud ;  and  whether  such  proof  existed  or  not,  the  ver- 
dict could  be  of  no  possible  service  or  utility  to  the  court. 

Hence  the  court  will  reverse  or  disregard  the  order  direct- 
ing the  issue,  and  determine  itself  the  character  of  the  sale. 
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Nichol  V.  Vaughan.,  2  Dow  &  C,  420;  Towntend  v.  Graves, 
3  Paige  (N.  Y.),  457 ;  Belknap  v.  IWmfiie,  Id.,  601 ;  Gardi- 
ner V.  Gardiner,  22  Wend.  (N.  Y.),  526. 

X.  The  verdict,  viz.,  "  In  this  case,  we,  the  jury,  find  the 
sale  fraud,"  does  not  determine  or  satisfy  the  issue,  and  Ib  for 

.this  cause  void.  It  does  not  find  as  to  whom  the  sale  was 
fraudulent,  and  may  as  reasonably  be  construed  to  apply  to 
the  creditors  or  to  one  of  the  defendants  as  to  the  complain- 
ants. 

XI.  If  the  verdict  could  be  so  interpreted  as  to  charge 
either  or  both  of  the  defendants  with  fraud  a^iust  the  com- 
plainants, which  we  deem  impossible,  it  would  be  contrary  to 
the  entire  body  of  evidence  adduced  at  the  trial,  and  is  void 
at  law. 

*ilfH  1  *XII.  No  effect  can  be  given  to  the  verdict  preju- 
-'  dicial  to  the  interests  of  Mr.  Dose,  without  disregard- 
ing or  inverting  what  the  jury  solemnly  intended  ite  effect  to 
be,  as  appears  by  their  affidavit.  An  application  and  con- 
struction of  a  verdict,  opposed  to  the  intention  and  moral 
sense  of  the  jurors  who  found  it,  cannot  quiet  the  oonscieuce 
of  a  court  of  equity. 

Xni,  The  issue,  as  tried,  does  not  answer  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  intended.  Indeed,  it  was  so  framed  that  the 
verdict  throws  no  light  upon  the  question  for  the  determina- 
tion of  which  it  was  directed.  The  whole  matter  is  before 
the  court  with  sufficient  precision,  and  all  the  proofs  to  en- 
able it  to  come  to  a  decision,  without  another  reference  to  a 
jury.  The  court,  under  these  circumstances,  will  decide  the 
matter  at  once,  unless  in  its  discretion  some  new  issue  or  is- 
sues be  deemed  expedient  in  order  to  attain  a  substantial  jus- 
tice. Armatronff  v,  Ai-mstrong,  3  Myl.  &  K.,  45 ;  Blackboum 
V.  Gregson,  1  Bro.  C.  C,  423,  424 ;  Dan.  Chan.,  1316. 

XIV.  The  court  below  erred  in  setting  aside  the  decree  of 
the  3d  of  August,  1849,  dismissing  the  cause.  The  decree 
was  made  by  consent,  and  is  not  siibject  to  appeal  or  review. 
Webb  V.  Webb,  8  Swanst.,  668 ,  French  v.  Shotwell,  6  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  Ch.,  564 ;  AtHn»on  v.  Mank»,  1  Cow.  (N.  Y.),  691 ; 
Kane  v.  Whittick,  8  Wend.  (N.  Y.),  219. 

1.  Notwithstanding  the  position  taken  by  counsel,  viz^ 
that  the  powers  of  attorney,  by  the  complainants  and  credi- 
tors appointing  William  E.  Warren  their  mutual  agent,  the 
agreement  and  expenditures  of  money  by  the  creditors  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  cause,  were  sufficient  to  prevent  the  com- 
plainants, without  the  assent  of  the  creditors,  from  dismissing 
the  bill ;  and  whether  the  suit  be  treated  as  a  creditor's  suit 
or  not,  under  the  authority  of  Williamion  v.  WiUon,  1  Bland 
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(Md.),  418;  still  the  complainants,  until  the  final  decree, 
retdned  absolute  dominion  over  the  suit,  and  miglit  dismiss 
the  bill  at  pleasure.     ffanJford  v.  Story,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.,  196. 

2.  The  complainants,  by  their  seveial  powera  of  attorney, 
revocations,  and  other  instrumenta  under  seal,  emphatically 
required  and  obtained  the  dismissal  of  said  cause,  through 
sulicitoi-8  specially  employed  and  instructed  for  that  purpose, 
and  for  reasons  fully  declared.  The  decree  of  dismissal  was 
a  mere  execution  of  those  powers.  At  the  moment  of  its 
rendition  it  became  a  vested  right  of  the  defendants,  granted 
and  confirmed  by  the  respective  deeds  of  the  complainants. 
A  power  executed  by  decree  is  no  more  revocable  than  one 
executed  bv  grant  or  conveyance  of  laud. 

3.  The  decree  was  opened  upon  motion,  founded  on  the 
application  of  Murray  alone — it  was  error  to  open  it  as  to 
Tyack.  'The  order  could  uot  properly  vacate  the  de-  raonn 
cree  generally  ;  besides,  it  was  a  regular  decree  on  the  *- 
merits,  and  could  not  be  set  aside  by  a  motion.  Radley  v. 
Shaver,  1  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  Ch.,  200. 

4.  Murray,  excepting  bv  his  petitions,  does  not  attempt  to 
revoke  his  prior  deeds.  This  is  no  revocation.  He  prays  the 
court  to  restore  the  suit,  and  to  declare  those  deedu  null  and 
void,  alleging  that  the  same  were  obtained  by  fraud  practised 
by  Newell  aud  others. 

We  respectfully  insist  that  the  court  could  not,  so  long  as 
those  deeds  remained  in  force  as  executed  powers,  vacate  the 
decree  of  dismissal  or  restore  the  suit ;  and  that  the  deeds 
themselves,  and  the  manner  in  which  they  were  obtained  or 
executed,  could  not  be  inquired  into  or  pronounced  void  by 
the  court,  except  by  regular  suit  agaiust  the  parties  charged, 
whereby  the  alleged  frauds  could  be  put  in  issue,  and  the 
whole  matter  fairly  tried. 

The  petitions  of  Murray  and  Tyacb,  and  the  supposed  revo. 
cation  of  the  latter,  filed  on  the  fth  of  January,  1850,  cannot 
obviate  any  objections  to  the  said  order  of  the  previous  term 
vacating  the  decree  of  dismissal. 

6.  The  affidavits  of  Messrs.  McGreal  and  Andrews,  tiled  by 
the  defendants  in  opposition  to  the  said  petitions  of  Murray, 
contradict  all  the  essential  statements  therein  contained,  and 
effectually  impeach  their  veracity,  showing  them  untrue  and 
not  entitled  to  credit. 

XV.  The  effect  of  the  solemn  admissions  and  declarations, 
deliberately  made  by  both  of  the  complainants  in  their  sev- 
eral letters  and  instruments  under  seal,  before  referred  to 
as  evidence  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  is  not  affected  or 
weakened  by  the  last-mentioned  petitions  of  the  same  parties 
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contradictiug  and  garbling  these  said  admissions  and  decla- 
rations. 

1.  Because  their  said  admissions  and  statements  were  op- 
posed to  their  interests  as  conipIainantB;  whereas  the  con- 
tents of  their  s:iid  petiduns  tend  to  aid  their  recovery  in  this 
cause,  and  are  justly  liable  to  tlie  suspicion  of  having  been 
manufactured  in  order  to  accomplish  their  own  purposes. 

2.  Because  they  are  disingenuous  aud  prevaricating  in  their 
character,  and  were  manifestly  made  under  influence  which 
they,  in  their  former  statement,  pronounced  compulsory, 
coercive,  and  such  as  they  were  unable  to  resist. 

3.  Because  they  are  not  entitled,  in  law,  to  any  weight  or 
credit,  as  eridence  for  the  complainants,  who  are  estopped 
from  denying  or  averring  any  thing  in  contradiction  to  what 
tliey  had  before  solemnly  and  delibeiately  acknowledged. 
^'^99  V.  Bank  of  Mount  Pleasant,  10  Pet,,  257 ;  Lajoye  v. 
Priman,  3  Mi8s.,'529. 

•3031  *XVI-  By  the  master's  report,  $4,473.62  were 
J  allowed  Tyack  on  account  of  capital  paid  in  by  him ; 
whereas  the  amount  he  advanced  did  not  exceed  $2,200. 
Nothing  was  allowed  Newell  on  account  of  the  1*7,000  stand- 
ing to  his  credit  on  the  books  of  William  Tyack  &  Co.  The 
report  further  finds  him  indebted  to  the  firm  on  account  of 
partnership  property  received  and  not  accounted  for  by  him. 
Exceptions  filed  by  him  for  these  causes  were  overruled,  and 
in  this  and  in  the  final  decree  in  this  behalf  there  are,  as  we 
conceive,  error  and  injustice. 

XVII.  The  master  ought  to  have  retorted  fully  and  cor- 
rectly,  the  proof  on  which  the  several  items  contained  in  it 
are  found,  and  the  claims  of  the  alleged  creditors  ascertained 
and  allowed,  as  su^ested  in  the  exceptions  taken  by  Mr. 
Doss.  The  items  making  up  the  amount  found  against  New- 
ell cannot  be  gathered  from  the  report.  There  can  he  no 
doubt,  however,  although  it  does  not  definitely  appear  that 
Newell  was  charged  with  the  82,000  he  paid  in  goods  to 
Edgar  under  the  authority  of  the  complainants,  and  in  due 
course  of  the  partnership  business.  These  errors  affect  the 
final  decree,  and  render  it  fatally  erroneous  aud  unjust. 
Williamaon  v.   Wlhon,  1  Bland  (Md.),  418. 

XVIII.  The  bill  contains  no  prayer  for  ascertaining  the 
names  of  the  creditors  or  the  amounts  due  them  severally.  It 
prays  merely  that  the  receiver  be  directed  by  the  final  decree 
to  apply  the  property  to  the  payment  of  the  said  copartner- 
ship debts.  This  is  deemed  an  insuificient  basis  for  the  specific 
provisions  in  favor  of  the  alleged  creditors  embraced  in  the 
decree. 
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XIX.  The  decree  annuls  the  sale  made  to  Stephen  W.  Doss, 
as  fraudulent  against  the  complaiimnts.  But  the  restoration 
of  the  money  and  property  paid  by  him  for  the  goods,  as 
sought  by  his  motion,  (P.  R.,  324,)  is  wholly  denied.  The 
copartners,  by  virtue  of  the  decree,  not  only  keep  the  goods 
they  sold  to  Doss,  but  keep  also  the  price  or  consideration 
they  received  for  them,  amounting  to  eleven  thousand  seven 
hundred  and  fifty-three  dollars,  (|lll,753,)  without  the  pos- 
sibility of  his  obtaining  the  slightest  compensation  or  reim- 
bursement at  their  hands,  if  the  deeree  be  afHrraed. 

Relying  upon  the  points  su^ested,  the  appellants  respect- 
fully ask  for  a  reversal  of  the  decree  and  a  dismissal  of  the 
cause;  or,  instead  of  an  absolute  dismissal,  that  the  cause 
may  be  restored  to  the  same  condition  that  it  was  jilaced  in 
by  the  procuration  of  the  complainants  themselves,  under  the 
decree  of  the  3d  of  August,  1849,  dismissing  the  same.  If 
this  be  done,  the  appellees  cannot  be  prejudiced,  since  they 
would  retain  the  right  to  bring  suit  by  original  bill,  as  they 
might  at  first,  to  vacate  their  powers  of  attorney,  and  the 
decree  obtained  in  execution  *oi  them,  on  account  of  r»oQ4 
the  pretended  mistakes  and  frauds  averred  in  their  *- 
petitions  subsequently  filed,  in  order  to  attain  their  object  in 
a  too  summary  manner. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellee  made  the  following  points : 

1.  So  far  as  the  question  of  fraud  is  cuitcenied,  the  answers 
of  both  defendants,  and  the  depositions  used  on  the  trial,  are 
replete  with  the  evidence  of  it.  After  putting  forth  the  mat- 
ters stated  and  admitted  in  the  defendants'  answers,  and  the 
exhibits  made  a  part  of  them,  no  proof  would  have  availed 
them,  on  the  hearing,  to  escape  the  conclusion  of  fraud.  The 
had  complexion  of  the  whole  transactions  between  Newell 
and  Doss  s  agent,  McGreal,  is  only  equalled  by  the  reckless- 
ness with  which  they  attempted  to  take  the  property  of  the 
firm,  divert  it  from  its  proper  direction,  and  to  place  the  prt)- 
ceeds  of  it  beyond  the  reach  of  the  copartners  and  creditors. 
The  property,  as  copartnership  property,  was  in  the  nature  of 
trust  property,  and  the  principles  declared  in  the  case  of 
Wormley  v.  Wormley,  (8  Wheat.,  422,)  apply  fully  to  this  case. 

2.  The  contracts  between  Newell  and  McGreal  were  indi- 
vidual contracts.  It  was  incompetent  for  them  to  vary  them, 
as  evidence,  or  their  complexion  by  parol  proof,  or  their  sworn 
answers.  They  were  estopped  from  setting  up  the  pretence, 
that  they  fairly  intended  to  create  a  bond  fide  trust  in  favor 
of  complainants.  The  complainants  might  have  brought 
the  aspect  of  a  trust  over  the  property  to  be  conveyed  uy 
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McGreal,  had  they  elected  to  take  the  lands  agreed  to  be 
sold  by  McGreal  to  Newell.  The  ehai-aoter  of  the  transac- 
tions, however,  between  Ifewell  and  McGi-eal,  must  be  evi- 
denced by  the  contracts  they  made.  The  same  rule  would 
hold  in  reference  to  the  absolute  assignment  to  Franklin,  and 
the  draft  in  favor  of  Knight.  Under  the  circumstances,  they 
will  bear  no  other  construction  than  intention,  on  the  part  of 
Newell  and  McGreal,  to  place  the  copartnership  property 
beyond  the  reach  of  complainants  and  the  creditors. 

S.  So  far  as  !N'ewell  was  concerned,  the  payment  of  his 
individual  debt,  of  $1,400,  to  Edgar,  out  of  the  store  of 
Stewart,  Newell,  &  Co.,  and  his  offering  to  mortgf^e  the 
whole  of  the  goods  to  Edgar,  as  security  for  his  individual 
indebtedness,  would  have  been  sufficient  cause  for  dissolving 
the  copartnership. 

4.  Should  the  question  be  raised,  whether  his  Honor,  the 
District  Judge,  erred  in  setting  aside  the  decree  dismissing 
the  bill,  and  in  reinstating  the  cause,  it  may  be  replied,  that 
the  court  below  had  power  over  the  decree  at  any  time  dur- 
ing the  term  at  which  it  was  entered.  The  order,  entered  oa 
*^0'i1  ^^^  suggestion    *of  complainants,  on   motion,  was  a 

-I  mere  vafuntary  dismissal  of  the  suit,  under  a  delusion 
created  by  defendants,  without  trial  on  its  merits,  and  with- 
out the  effect  of  prejudicial  laches.  It  was  not  in  its  nature 
re»  adjudicata,  or  final,  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties.  No 
enrolment  had  taken  place,  nor  had  the  minutes  of  the  court 
been  signed  by  the  Judge,  at  the  time  he  vacated  the  order 
of  dismissal. 

5.  No  decree  can  be  regarded  in  its  effect  as  final,  that  has 
been  obtained  by  fraud,  practised  by  one  of  the  litigating 
parties  on  the  other.  Fraud  will  vitiate  the  judgment  or 
decree  of  any  court;  and  the  court  will  set  it  aside,  and 
allow  a  party  to  come  in  at  any  time,  where  the  subject-mat- 
ter has  not  passed  beyond  the  reach  or  control  of  the  court. 
The  proper  way  of  applying  to  the  cnuit  is  by  motion,  where 
the  order  sought  to  be  vacated  has  been  obtained  on  motion. 

6.  It  was  entirely  evident,  in  this  case,  at  the  time  of  the 
order  dismissing  the  bill,  that  the  complainants  had  been  im- 
posed iqmn,  or  that  they  were  in  collusion  with  the  defend- 
ants. In  either  case,  it  was  proper  for  the  court  to  vacate  its 
order,  and  reinstate  the  cause  the  moment  the  complainants 
requested  it. 

7.  Should  it  be  urged,  that  the  complainants  and  defend- 
ants were  in  collusion  on  the  application  to  dismiss  the  bill, 
it  may  be  answered,  that  it  matters  not  as  to  the  extent  of 
collofflOD  or  degree  of  turpitude,  between  parties  in  pari 
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delictu,  where  one  comes  in  and  asks  the  court  to  take  juris- 
diction for  the  protection  of  creditora  or  iDiioceiit  persons, 
in  such  case,  it  has  been  well  said,  "  The  fraudulent  party  is 
not  eutitled  to  a  standing  in  court  on  his  own  account,  but 
to  subserve  the  purposes  of  justice  towards  those  he  has 
attempted  to  injure." 

8.  The  best  reason,  perhaps,  for  setting  aside  the  decree 
dismissing  the  bill  is,  that  the  Judge  erred  in  listening  to  the 
application  and  granting  the  order  to  dismiss  it.  At  the 
time  of  the  application  it  had  been  fully  shown  by  the  bill, 
answera,  afBdavits,  and  depositions  taken,  what  the  character 
of  the  transactions  were  between  Newell  and  McGreal.  In 
addition  to  this,  the  complainants  had  asked,  in  the  bill, 
that  the  property  of  the  flrm  might  be  given  to  the  credit- 
ors. They  had  asked  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  and 
prayed  that  the  property  might  be  delivered  over  to  him. 
They  had  executed  an  assignment  on  their  part  to  the  re- 
ceiver, that  he  might  the  better  collect  the  assets.  The 
creditors  had  paid  a  consideration  for  the  protection  of  their 
interest  through  this  suit.  It  was  too  late,  therefore,  for  the 
complainants  to  recall  what  they  had  done.  Sunt  v.  Itout- 
manie?-'8  Admimstratorgy  5  Cond.  Rep.,  401. 

9.  What  the  complainants  had  done  was  equivalent  to  the 
execution  of  a  power  of  attorney,  coupled  with  an  interest ; 
*and  had  all  the  effect  of  a  contract  or  deed,  with  a  r.oQg 
trust  ingrafted  on  the  instrument.     It  was  not  revoca-  '■ 

ble  even  by  the  death  of  the  party.  The  trust  had  been 
created ;  the  truiit-fund  had  been  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
receiver  under  the  order  of  the  court ;  and  no  imjmsition  on 
the  complainants,  nor  collusion  on  their  part,  should  have 
been  permitted  by  the  court  to  work  a  devastavit  on  the 
property  placed  in  the  custody  of  the  court  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors.  The  doctrine  implied  in  the  language  of  the 
court,  in  the  case  of  Williamgon  v.  Wilson,  (1  Bland.  (Md.), 
418,)  well  applies  to  this  case. 

In  aid  of  this  would  also  come  the  rule,  "  That  a  naked 
license  is  not  revocable  where  it  has  been  once  acted  on,  or 
where  an  encouragement  to  spend  money  has  been  given,  and 
the  expenditure  has  taken  place." 

Even  in  an  action  at  law,  where  one  man  says  to  another, 
"Brine  the  suit  in  my  name  ;  let  the  property  recovered  be 
applied  to  the  discharge  of  my  indebtedness  to  you,"  has 
always  been  held  to  operate  as  on  equitable  assignment,  not 
revocable.  Uanfield  v.  Munger,  12  Johns.  (N.  Y.),  346.  The 
creditor  has  also,  in  such  case,  the  right  to  continue  the 
name  of  the  assignor  as  a  party  to  the  suit,  notwithstanding 
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the   uominal   plaiutlff  should   attempt  to  couutermaDd  the 
license. 

10.  In  general,  persons  not  parties  to  a  suit  in  equity,  can- 
not come  in  and  ask  for  relief  or  protectiou.  There  are  ex- 
ceptions, however,  to  this  rule.  Creditors  are  qutui  parties 
to  a  suit  brought  for  the  dissolution  of  a  copartnership,  an 
accounting,  and  the  distribution  of  the  partnershm  property. 
They  are  entitled  to  come  in  under  the  decree  for  distribu- 
tion, and  prove  up  their  demands  before  the  master ;  and  they 
thus  become  incidentally  the  objects  of  protection  by  the 
court.  In  the  case  of  a  creditor's  bill  suit,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  all  the  creditors  should  be  made  parties  complainants. 
It  is  sufBcient  that  one  creditor  files  the  bill,  with  the  sug- 
gestion that  others  who  voluntarily  come  in  and  share  the 
expenses,  may  participate  of  the  proceeds  on  distribution. 
All  the  creditors,  thus  contributing,  are  entitled  to  equal 
favor,  and  it  would  not  be  insisted  that  collusion,  between  the 
complainant  and  defendants  on  the  record,  would  be  allowed 
by  the  court  to  work  a  defeat  of  the  objects  of  the  bill,  by 
hastily  dismissing  the  cause. 

11.  The  bill  in  this  case  sets  forth  the  names  of  the  credit- 
ors prayed  to  be  made  the  beneficiaries,  and  the  respective 
amounts  due  each.  The  answer  of  the  defendant,  NeweU, 
admitted  them  aa  stated  in  the  bill.  It  is  insisted,  that  this 
alone  gave  the  demands  of  the  creditors  the  effect  of  a  judg- 
ment and  lien  on  the  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver,  the 
same  as  on  a  decree  for  an  accounting,  and  the  report  of  a 
*A071  "''^^^  ^  ^  amounts  due  'creditors,  in  a  case  where 

J  they  had  not  been  in  form  made  parties  to  the  suit. 
In  such  case,  after  decree  for  accounting,  and  the  establish- 
ment of  the  demands  of  creditors  on  reference  to  a  master, 
the  suit  cannot  be  dismissed  by  the  consent  of  complainants 
and  defendants.  Lashley  v.  Hogg,  11  Ves.,  602.  What  the 
creditors  were  entitled  to  by  way  of  decree,  as  shown  by  the 
bill  and  answer,  it  is  urged,  could  not  be  defeated  by  the 
fraud  or  collision  of  the  parties  named  as  complainants  and 
defendants  on  the  record. 

12.  There  is  a  large  class  of  suits  in  equity  where  the 
power  of  the  court  must  of  necessity  extend  far  beyond  the 
immediate  parties  named  as  complainants  and  defendants. 
Of  this  class,  ai'e  the  bill  for  dissolution  and  accounting — 
the  creditor's  bill ;  bills  against  insolvent  corporations,  and 
others,  where  the  proceedings  are  attended  with  the  distribu- 
tion of  assets  that  have  assumed  the  aspect  and  nature  of 
trust  property.  The  parties  named  in  such  suits  as  complain- 
aute,  are  considered  as  the  representatives  of  all  the  interests 
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that  may  be  beneficially  affected  by  the  decree.  After  they 
have  brought  the  matters  into  eouit,  and  invoked  ita  aid  and 
power,  it  would  be  too  late  to  withdraw  the  Hubjectr-matter  of 
litigation  from  the  court.  Were  it  otherwise,  there  would 
often  be  no  remedy,  from  the  impossibility  to  make  parties. 
The  nioiit  a  court  of  equity  could  possibly  do,  under  a  sound 
discretion,  would  he,  to  fi^ow  a  complainant,  Acting  in  bad 
faith,  to  retire  from  the  suit  on  terms,  in  the  mean  time  re- 
taining the  fund,  and  allowing  others  to  come  in,  whose 
fidelity  could  be  better  depended  upon,  in  carrying  the  trust 
property  to  a  fair  distribution. 

13.  CopartnerBhip  projierty  (more  especially  in  cases  of 
insolvency)  is  strictly  regarded  as  trust  property,  and  the 
ci-editore  of  the  copaitnership,  the  c€»tui»  que  trutt,  or  benefi- 
ciaries ;  and  this,  independent  of  any  instrument  or  agreement 
making  an  assignment,  or  declaring  the  trust;  hence  the  uni- 
form practice  of  courts  of  equity  in  extending  protection  to 
their  interests. 

14.  In  the  case  at  bar,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  copartnership 
property  had  been  placed,  and  tied  up,  on  the  application  of 
complainants,  for  more  than  one  year,  in  the  hands  of  the  re- 
ceiver, in  a  condition  that  made  it  invulnerable  to  the  creditors, 
except  through  distribution  by  the  court.  It  was  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  law,  and  could  not  be  levied  on.  The  remedy  of 
the  creditors  against  the  property  was  suspended.  The  dis- 
missal of  the  bill  and  delivery  of  the  copartnership  property 
to  Doss,  would  have  given  the  effect  of  having  used  the  court 
to  delay  the  creditors,  and  then,  of  prostituting  its  powers  to 
defeat  them.  It  is  believed  that  courts  of  equity  have  power 
to  exempt  themselves  from  being  used  as  instruments  for 
such  purposes. 

*15.  It  may  be  said,  perhaps,  that  the  case  at  bar  is  *ui  r^ana 
generit;  that  there  is  no  precedent,  in  all  respects,  ap-  ^ 
plicable  to  the  questions  involved  in  the  motion  to  dismiss  this 
cause  in  the  court  below.  If  so,  it  is  respectfully  submitted 
whether  principles,  applicable  to  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  should  not  be  declared,  as  well  for  the  benefit  of  courts 
of  original  jurisdiction,  as  for  the  instruction  of  solicitors  and 
counsel  respecting  their  rights,  duties,  and  responsibilities. 

Mr.  Justice  GRIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

A  short  history  of  the  facts  of  this  case,  extricated  from  the 
numerous  allegations  of  the  pleadings  and  the  mass  of  testi- 
mony contained  in  the  record,  will  better  exhibit  its  merits 
than  a  more  formal  abstract  of  the  pleadings  and  proofs. 

The  appellees,  who  were  complainants  below,  entered  into 
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articles  of  ^reement  with  Samuel  Newell,  one  of  the  re- 
spondents below,  on  the  25th  of  September,  1847,  in  which 
they  engaged  to  form  a  copartnership  under  the  form  and 
style  of  William  Tyack  &  Co.,  in  New  York,  and  Stewart, 
Newell  &  Co.,  in  Gaiveaton,  Texas.  "  The  nature  of  the 
business  to  be  transacted  by  said  firm  to  be  a  commission, 
general,  and  auction  business."  The  parties  each  to  con- 
tribute towards  the  cajjital  stock  the  sum  of  five  thousand 
dollars,  within  ninety  days ;  the  capital  to  be  augmented  aa 
the  business  required;  Newell,  "in  considei'ation  of  his 
expense  and  labor  in  paving  the  way  for  the  contemplated 
business,  as  well  as  his  influence  in  the  State  of  Texas,  to  be 
eutitled  to  one  fourth  of  the  profits,  and  the  balance  to  be 
equally  divided  between  the  three  partners.  Tyack  and 
Murray  to  take  charge  of  the  business  in  New  York,  and 
Newell  in  Galveston. 

At  the  time  these  parties  entered  into  this  contract  of 
partnership,  their  several  ability  to  perform  their  agreement 
of  advancing  capital  and  supporting  the  credit  of  the  iirm,  as 
shown  by  the  pleadings  and  evidence,  would  appear  to  be  as 
follows  :  Tyack  was  worth,  in  all,  probably  twenty  thousand 
dollars  ;  Murray  had  nothing,  and  owed  about  five  thousand 
dollars;  Newell,  while  resident  in  Texas,  "had  become  in- 
terested in  a  claim  belonging  to  Alexander  Edgar,  to  a  league 
of  land,"  on  which  it  was  supposed  that  the  city  of  Galveston 
was  built.  He  had  come  to  New  York,  at  this  time,  with  a 
power  of  attorney  from  Edgar,  to  form  a  stock  company  of 
persons,  who  were  to  have  an  interest  in  this  litigated  claim. 
He  had  divided  it  into  one  thousand  shares,  to  be  sold  at  one 
hundred  dollars  each,  payable  in  instalments.  Ke  was  to 
have  half  of  all  the  money  received  for  the  stock,  over  twenty 
thousand  dollars.  A  few  persons  had  been  persuaded  to  sub- 
mana-i  scribe  for  some  of  this  stock,  and  "among  others,  Tyack 
■I  and  Murray  had  each  agreed  to  take  a  few  shares  ;  and 
Tyack  was  appointed  treasurer  of  the  company  under  the 
name  of  "The  Galveston  Land  Company."  Newell's  prop- 
erty or  capital  consisted  in  the  anticipated  profits  of  this 
speculation,  and  some  stock  in  another  company,  called  the 
"Wilson  Joint  Stock  Land  Company." 

The  partners  soon  afterwards  commenced  business  on 
about  four  or  five  thousand  dollars,  advanced  by  Tyack. 
Murray  had  nothing,  and  Newell's  stocks  would  ])r(>dace 
nothing  in  the  market;  those  who  had  before  subscribed  for 
it,  refusing  to  pay,  on  the  plea  or  suspicion  that  it  was  good 
for  nothing,  as  the  citizens  of  Galveston  bad  probably  a  better 
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title  to  the  land  tlian  tlie  company.     Thus  the  source  from 
which  Newell's  capital  was  anticipated,  wholly  failed. 

In  the  mean  time  a  stock  of  goods  was  purchased  for  the 
bouse  in  Texas,  costing  about  twenty  thonsaud  dollars,  for 
the  payment  of  which  Newell  had  drawn  bills  on  Tyack  & 
Co.  for  some  seventeen  thousand  dollars,  which  Tyack  had 
accepted,  in  expectation  of  remittances  of  cotton  or  other 
produce  £i-oin  Texas,  by  Newell,  to  meet  the  bills  at  maturity. 
The  business  expected  to  be  transacted  by  T^'ack  &  Co.  in 
New  York,  was  the  disposal  of  these  consignments  from  the 
Texas  bouse — of  cotton  and  other  merchandise  purchased 
with  the  funds  of  the  firm  in  Texas. 

In  March,  1848,  the  acceptances  in  New  York  being  near 
maturity,  and  the  consignments  received  from  Newell  to  meet 
these  lai;ge  liabilities,  amounting  only  to  about  eight  hundred 
dollars,  Tyack,  to  avoid  impending  bankruptcy,  if  possible, 
called  together  the  creditors  of  the  firm  and  made  a  statement 
of  its  situation.  In  considei-ation  of  the  creditors  freeing 
to  give  further  time  on  the  acceptances  about  to  mature, 
Tyack  &  Murray  executed  a  power  of  attorney  to  William  E. 
Warren,  an  agent  chosen  by  the  creditors,  authoiizing  him  to 
take  possession  of  the  property  and  effects  of  the  firm  in 
Texas,  and  secure  them  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors. 
Warren  was  authorized  by  the  creditors  to  act  for  them,  and 
to  collect,  secure,  or  compromise  their  claims,  in  any  way  he 
thought  best ;  with  instructions  to  proceed  to  Texas,  and 
examine  into  the  state  of  the  firm,  and  if  it  was  found  that 
there  was  any  probable  prospect  that  the  firm  could  eventu- 
ally pay  their  debts,  to  make  any  reasonable  airangement  for 
that  purpose,  and  sufTer  Newell  to  continue  the  business:  on 
the  contrary,  if  Newell  could  hold  out  no  such  prospect,  or  if 
he  was  found  to  be  wasting  the  goods  of  tlie  firm,  and  appro- 
priating them  to  any  other  purpose  than  the  regular  mercan- 
tile business  of  the  firm,  the  agent  was  instructed  to  get  pos- 
session, by  all  legal  means,  of  the  •partnership  assets,  r#q|Q 
and  hold  them  or  dispose  of  them  in  the  best  manner  *■ 
for  the  interests  of  the  creditors  and  all  concerned. 

In  pursuance  of  this  authority,  Warren  proceeded  to  Gal- 
veston. He  there  found  the  assets  in  Newell's  possession 
insafiicient  to  pay  the  debts,  and  that  the  firm  was  hopelessly 
insolvent;  and  moreover,  that  Newell  had  appropriated  a 
portion  of  the  assets  of  the  firm  to  the  payment  of  his  per- 
sonal debts,  incurred  in  his  laud  stock  speculations,  and  was 
unwilling  to  comply  with  any  reasonable  terms  of  com- 
promise, to  secure  tne  creditors,  or  save  his  partner,  Tyack, 
from  insolvency  and  ruin. 
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Warren  then  instituted  proceedings  in  the  State  Court  or 
behalf  of  Tyack  and  the  creditors,  and  obtained  an  injuuo- 
tion  and  a  writ  of  seizure  against  Newell,  on  which  the  sfieriff 
took  possession  of  the  property  of  the  firm.  On  the  10th  of 
July,  1848,  on  motion  of  Newell's  counsel,  the  court,  for 
some  reason,  set  aside  the  injunction  and  writ  of  seizure. 
The  counsel  for  Tyack  and  the  creditors,  immediately  discon- 
tinued their  proceedings  in  the  State  Court,  and  commenced 
proceedings  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States. 
While  the  bill  for  that  purpose  was  being  prepared,  and  ai>- 
plication  being  made  for  an  injunction  and  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver,  Newell  and  one  Peter  McGreal  proceeded  in 
hot  haste  from  the  coui-t  house,  got  possession  of  the  goods 
from  the  sheriff,  and  had  the  following  instrument  of  writing 
executed : 

"  Received,  Galveston,  July  10,  from  S.  W.  Doss,  of  Bra- 
zoria, the  following  amounts :  Two  thousand  dollars,  in  good 
notes,  mortgages,  liens,  and  judgments,  and  seven  thousand 
seven  hundred  and  fifty-three  dollars  in  lauds,  full  payment 
of  the  stock  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  now  in  our 
store  in  Galveston.  Stewart  Newell. 

"  Recap.— Cash,  $2,000 ;  Notes,  |2,000 ;  Lands,  $7,753— 
Total,  111,753. 

"In  presence  of  John  Warrin,  Isaac  D.  Knight." 

No  notes,  judgments,  or  liens,  were  in  fact  assigned  by 
McGi-eal  to  Newell,  nor  any  conveyances  of  laud  made ;  but 
McGreal  gave  his  «Titten  promise  to  assign  and  convey 
securities  and  lands  to  that  amount  within  thirty  days.  The 
production  of  the  two  thousand  dollars  cash,  was  also  dis- 
pensed with,  as  the  parties  appear  to  have  been  in  too  great 
haste  to  be  particular.  The  answer  of  Newell  attempts  to 
account  for  the  cash  as  follows : 

"This  defendant  states,  that  the  said  first  payment  in  cash 
of  ¥2,000,  mentioned  in  said  receipt,  was  secured  and  made 
to  this  defendant  by  Peter  McGreal,  Esq.,  the  agent  of  said 
Doss ;  that  a  portion  of  said  sum  of  *2,000,  to  wit,  about 
$1,200,  was  paid  by  the  said  McGreal,  agent  as  aforesaid,  to 
•im  I*6"J^™'°  f'-  "Franklin,  Joseph  A.  Swett,  aud  John 
-I  B.  Junes,  in  pursuance  of,  and  in  accordance  with,  an 
order  given  by  this  defendant  to  said  McGreal  for  that  pur- 
pose ;  that  forty-two  dollars  and  fifty  cents  were  paid  upon 
the  order  of  this  defendant  to  J,  A.  Sauters  for  rent  of  said 
store,  due  by  said  firm  ;  and  the  balance,  to  wit,  about  seven 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  was  directed  by  this  defendant  to 
be  paid  over  or  secured  to  Isaac  D.  Knight,  to  be  by  him 
held  to  the  use  of  the  firm  of  S.  N.  &  Co.,  to  be  pud  over 
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for  the  said  use  upon  the  order  of  this  defendant,  in  like 
manner  aa  the  said  book  debts  and  other  choses  iu  action 
assigned  to  said  FrankHu,  as  above  mentioned." 

What  right  Franklin,  Swett,  and  Jones  had,  to  receive  this 
money,  or  how,  or  why  it  was  paid  to  them,  (if  it  was  paid,) 
or  how  Kniglit,  the  brother-in-law  of  Newell,  became  a  trustee 
for  the  creditors  of  the  firm,  the  answer  does  not  disclose. 

McGreal  appears  also  to  have  treated  Newell  with  the 
same  unbounded  confidence  which  Newell  had  reposed  in 
liini.  He  took  the  goods  on  trust,  as  to  quantity  and  quality ; 
required  no  invoice  or  schedule,  being  content  with  one  whicli 
the  sheriff  had  made  ;  and  immediately  commenced  to  pack 
them  up  and  seek  for  assistance  and  means  for  carrying  them 
of.  The  transaction  commenced  after  twelve  o'clock  in  the 
day,  and  by  twelve  o'clock  at  night,  a  large  portion  of  the 
goods  were  put  on  board  the  sloop  Alamo,  which  set  sail  be- 
fore morning.  In  the  mean  time  the  bill  in  this  case  had 
been  filed,  and  a  receiver  appointed,  who,  on  the  following 
day,  (11th  July,)  was  enabled  by  means  of  a  writ  of  assist- 
ance, to  arrest  the  sloop  and  get  possession  of  the  goods. 

It  is  unnecessaiy  to  enumerate  all  the  charges  of  the  bill, 
and  the  answers  thereto,  as  it  is  amply  sufficient  for  the  pui- 
poBes  of  the  decision  in  this  case,  that  the  facts  we  have 
already  shited  were  either  admitted  by  the  answers,  or  unde- 
niably proved. 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  Stephen  "W.  Doss,  who  claims  to  be 
the  owner  of  the  goods,  thus  alleged  to  have  l)een  purchased 
by  Peter  McGreal,  was  made  a  party  to  the  suit.  Both  he 
and  Newell  deny,  in  their  answer,  all  fraud  in  the  transaction, 
and  Doss  avers,  "  that  the  said  transaction  was  made  in  the 
regular  mode  of  conductitig  such  business,  and  at  a  time 
when  there  was  no  lawful  restraint  existing  to  prevent  the 
sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods." 

On  this  case  the  court  below,  at  the  March  term,  18S0, 
rendered  a  decree  for  the  complainants,  dissolving  the  pai-t- 
nership,  setting  aside  the  sale  to  McGreal,  or  Doss,  as  fraud- 
ulent, and  ordering  the  receiver  to  pay  over  the  proceeds  of 
the  goods,  (which  had  been  previously  sold  by  order  of  the 
court,)  to  the  creditors  of  the  firm. 

•But,  in  order  rightly  to  apprehend  the  points  re-  rma^9 
lied  on  by  the  counsel  for  appellants,  in  claiming  a  *- 
reversal  of  the  decree,  it  will  be  necessary  to  state  some  of 
the  intermediate  proceedings  in  the  case,  as  exhibited  by  the 
record.  During  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  Newell  and  McGreal 
had  gone  to  New  York,  and  persuaded  Tyack  &  Murray  to 
levoke  the  power  of  attorney  given  to  Warren,  and  to  eze- 
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cute  one  to  the  respondents'  counsel,  authorizing  ttieni  to 
dismiss  the  bill ;  and  a  motion  was  made  by  them,  for  this 
purpose,  in  August,  1848.  This  motion  was  reaisted,  on  the 
ground  that  the  Srm  was  wholly  insolvent ;  that  the  power 
to  Warren  was  given  on  a  contract  with  the  creditors,  and 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  was,  therefore,  irrevocable; 
as  it  would  be  a  fraud  in  Tyack  to  dismiss  the  proceedings, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  after  the  great  trouble  and 
expense  incurred  by  them  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  Tyaok 
from  min.  Notwithstanding  these  objections,  the  court 
ordered  the  suit  to  be  dismissed ;  but,  some  days  after,  at 
the  same  term,  vacated  and  set  aside  this  order  or  decree,  on 
proof,  that  the  revocation  of  the  power  to  Warren,  and  the 
order  given  to  discontinue  or  dismiss  the  proceedings,  were 
obtained  from  the  complainants  by  gross  misrepresentation 
and  fraud.  Afterwards,  an  issue  was  ordered,  on  prayer  of 
respondents'  counsel,  to  try  the  question  of  fraud.  This 
issue  was  tried  before  a  jury,  who  rendered  a  verdict  that 
"the  sale  was  fraudulent."  Whereupon,  the  respondents 
moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was 
given  "  under  a  misconstruction  and  misunderstanding  of  the 
charge  of  the  court."  The  motion  was  founded  on  an  affi- 
davit of  some  of  the  jurors  that,  "on  their  retirement,  they 
did  not  inquire  into  the  right  and  power  of  Doss  to  purchase, 
nor  of  the  question  of  fraud  on  Doss's  part,  but  only  into  the 
right  and  power  of  Newell  to  make  the  sale." 

We  axe  now  prepared  to  examine  the  facts  relied  upou  for 
the  reversal  of  this  decree. 

They  are,  1st.  That  the  court  had  no  power  to  set  aside 
the  order  or  decree,  dismissing  the  bill,  unless,  on  a  new  and 
original  bill,  filed  for  the  purpose.  2d.  That,  on  this  certifi- 
cate of  the  jury,  the  court  should  have  granted  a  new  trial  on 
the  question  of  fraud. 

1.  As  regards  the  first  point,  we  perceive  no  error  in  the 
action  of  the  court,  except  in  their  first  order  dismissing 
the  suit.  It  did  not  require  an  original  bill,  to  authorize 
the  court  to  vacate  an  order  or  decree,  at  the  same  term  in 
which  it  was  made,  on  discovering  that  they  have  committed 
an  error,  or  that  the  consent  of  the  complainants  to  such  dis- 
missal was  obtained  by  the  fraud  of  the  respondents,  or  their 
*^1^1  '^S^''^-  ^"  fact,  under  *HUch  circumstances,  it  cannot 
J  be  said  that  the  act  was  done  by  the  consent  or  will  of 
the  complainants,  at  all.  The  court,  in  vacating  the  decree, 
were  correcting  an  error  both  of  fact  and  of  law;  and,  during 
the  term  at  which  it  was  rendered,  they  had  full  power  to 
amend,  correct,  or  vacate  it,  for  either  of  these  reasons. 
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2.  The  second  point  is  equally  without  foundation.  It  is 
true,  that  the  answers  of  the  respondents  denied  fiaud  in  the 
abstract,  but  they  admitted  all  the  facts  and  circumstances 
necessary  to  constitute  it  in  the  concrete.  The  general  denial 
of  the  answer,  only  showed  that  the  definition  of  fraud  was 
much  narrower,  in  the  estimation  of  the  respondents,  than  in 
that  of  courts  of  law  and  equity.  In  this  case,  a  verdict  was 
wholly  unnecessary,  to  inform  tlie  conscience  of  the  Chancel- 
lor ;  and,  the  verdict  being  perfectly  correct,  the  court  very 
properly  refused  to  set  it  aside,  on  any  representation  from 
jurors  thus  obtained. 

Any  argument  to  vindicate  the  correctness  of  the  verdict 
and  the  decree  of  the  court  below,  after  the  exhibition  of  the 
merits  of  this  case,  which  we  have  given,  would  be  entirely 
superfluous. 

The  decree  of  the  District  Court  of  Texas,  is  therefore 


OBDBB. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record,  fn>m  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Texas,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  considera- 
tion whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjuc^ed,  and  decreed, 
by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  the  said  District  Court  in 
this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed,  with  costs. 


John  Perkins,  Appbt^lant,  f.  Edwabd  P.  Foubniqubt 

AND    HaBBIBT,    his    WIPB,    AND    MaBIIN    EwING    AND 

Anns,  his  wife. 

Ad  appeal  will  lie  to  correct  a  mistake  ol  the  aoatt  below  in  execotiDg  a  man- 
dale  on  a  former  appeal. 

On  the  afflnnance  of  a  judgment,  interest  sliould  be  CDmpnt«d  at  (ix  percent. 
per  Annum,  from  the  day  when  judgment  wa*  ii^ed  in  the  court  below, 
until  paid.' 

Beleaiei  given  by  the  complainant!,  in  the  present  caie,  decided  to  coTer  the 
matters  in  controversy,  and,  therefore,  to  put  an  end  to  all  claim  bj  them  ; 
inaimuch  a<  there  is  no  proof  that  Ihey  were  obtained  by  fraud  or  drcum- 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Soutliern  District  of  Mississippi. 

1  F.11.LOWI1...      HVj(  ll'«™n.,n  R\        1  S.   F.    ititchll    t.   Hamonf.   13 
Co.  r.  FoUg,  4  Otto,  102.  Further  deci-     How.,  110. 
•ioD,  Foumigatt  x.  Perkin*.  16  How.,  82. 
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The  case,  in  some  of  its  branches,  had  been  before  the  court 
three  times  before.  A  motion  to  dismisK  a  case  between  the 
*S141  '^i"^  parties,  at  January  teroi,  1848,  is  reported 
-I  in  6  How.,  206.  It  came  up  again  at  January  term, 
1849,  and  is  reported  in  7  How.,  160.  Again,  at  December 
term,  1851,  a  dispute,  growing^  out  of  the  same  matters,  was 
before  this  court,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
affirmed  by  a  divided  court.  Cousequeutly,  it  was  not  re- 
ported ;  but  the  mandate,  which  was  issued  therein,  gave  rise 
to  a  difficulty,  which  will  be  the  subject  of  the  succeeding 
case  in  this  volume.  Ewing  and  wife  were  parties,  together 
with  Fourniquet  and  wife,  to  the  present  suit,  but  the  con- 
troversy cannot  be  distinctly  underetood,  without  a  reference 
to  the  case  in  7  How.,  160.  The  family  connection  of  the 
parties  is  there  explained. 

The  present  claim  of  Fourniquet  and  wife,  and  Ewing  and 
wife,  against  Perkins,  was  founded  on  the  alleged  rights  of 
the  marital  community  of  Mrs.  Perkins  (the  mother  of  Har- 
riet and  Anne)  with  Mr.  Perkins,  according  to  the  laws  of 
Louisiana. 

The  bill  alleges  the  marri^e  was  consummated  in  Louisi- 
ana, where  both  the  widow  Bynum  and  the  defendant  Perkins 
were  then  citizens ;  and  that  the  defendant  always  retained 
his  legal  and  political  domicil  in  Louisiana,  though  some  time 
after  the  marriage,  for  the  ostensible  purpose  of  health,  es- 
tablished a  famUy  residence  near  Natchez,  in  the  State  of 
Mississippi.  The  bill  charges,  that  defendant,  during  the 
marriage,  expended  of  community  funds,  in  the  State  of  Mis- 
sissippi, in  permanent  investments  of  real  estate,  an  amount 
of  about  $39,600,  which  remained  in  kind  at  the  dissolution 
of  the  marriage  by  the  death  of  his  wife  in  1824,  but  which 
he  has  since  sold  and  disposed  of  to  liis  own  use.  That  de- 
fendant had  no  revenues  or  resources  in  Mississippi  from 
which  these  investments  were  made ;  but  it  was  all  derived 
from  the  revenues  of  his  aud  his  wife's  property  and  cotton 
estates  in  Louisiana,  and  were  partnership  funds,  in  which 
complainants,  as  heii-s  of  their  mother's  community,  had  rights 
of  partnership,  and  now  have  right  to  hold  defendant  to 
account  therefor.  The  charge,  that  if  defendant  intended 
and  expected  to  get  an  advantage  to  himself,  by  investing 
the  community  funds  in  the  State  of  Mississippi,  rather  than 
in  Louisiana,  then  it  was  a  fraud  on  his  part,  for  which  he  is 
liable ;  or,  if  intended  in  good  faith,  yet  such  investment 
charged  defendant  with  a  trust,  for  which  they  pray  he  may 
be  held  responsible. 

But  complainants  aver,  that  as  defendant  has  heretofore 
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kept  back  and  concealed  from  settlement  tliis  investment, 
and  uever  accounted  for  the  same,  but  in  settlement  with 
them  obtained  their  receipts  and  release  in  full,  in  which  this 
matter  was  not  included,  that  said  releaaes,  so  far  an  they  may 
be  invoked  to  *bar  this  claim,  were  obtained  by  fraud  rnoic 
and  circumvention.  And  they  declare  the  matters  of  L 
this  bill  were  kept  back  by  defendant,  aud  never  accounted 
for.  Aud  they  call  on  defendant  to  produce  the  account  and 
items  rendered  by  him  when  he  obtained  these  releaees,  and 
show  for  what  they  were  given. 

They  aver,  too,  that  Harriet's  release  was  given  while  she 
was  yet  a  minor. 

They  pray  for  an  account  of  proceeds,  or  amount  of  said 
investment,  with  eight  per  cent,  interest,  and  for  general 
relief. 

Answer. 

Defendant,  in  his  answer,  admits  the  marriage  in  Louisi- 
ana, admits  the  parties,  and  admits  substantially  the  invest- 
ments made  in  the  State  of  Mississippi.  But  qualifying  and 
explaining,  says :  That  same  year  of  the  marriage  he  and  liis 
wife  removed  to  the  State  of  Mississippi,  and  continued  their 
domicil  there  during  nil  the  time  of  their  married  life,  which 
terminated  by  the  death  of  his  wife  on  the  12th  August, 
1824.  That  this  removal  was  iii  pursuance  of  an  under- 
standing had  between  them  before  marriage  with  a  view  to 
health,  and  facilities  of  educating  the  children.  Admits  he 
retained  some  political  rights  in  Louisiana  after  his  removal 
till  8th  of  June,  1821 ;  but  says  his  civil  domicil  was  changed 
as  aforesaid,  and  on  this  allegation  predicates  his  tirst  and 
principal  ground  of  defence,  viz.,  that  by  reason  of  this  domi- 
cil "respondent  has  always  acted  under  the  belief  that  there 
was  no  community  of  acquets  and  gains  of  propertj-,  lying  in 
Louisiana,  between  res^Knideiit  and  his  said  wife  under  the 
laws  of  Louisiana." 

As  a  second  ground  of  defence,  be  submits,  also,  that  if,  as 
alleged  in  said  bill,  the  domicil  was  not  changed,  yet,  as  head 
of  the  community,  he  was  entitled  to  the  absolute  disposal  of 
the  acquets  and  gains,  without  accountability  to  his  wife,  or 
her  legal  representatives. 

As  a  third  ground  of  defence,  denies  that  the  investments 
in  Mississippi  were  made  with  money  to  which  his  wife  had 
any  legal  or  equitable  title  whatever.  And  denies  they  were 
made  to  gain  any  unjust  advantage  over  his  wife  or  her 
heirs. 

Fonrth  point  of  defence  is  matter  in  abatement,  iu  whicli 
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defendant  assumes,  that  if  liable  to  the  demand  made  in  said 
bill,  it  is  only  to  an  admiuiBtrator  of  his  wife's  estate,  and 
not  to  the  complaiaants. 

Fifth  ground  of  defence  is,  that  he  has  obtained  the  re> 
leases  of  complainants  for  all  claims  on  account  of  the  estate 
of  their  &ther  and  mother,  and  relies  upon  them  as  if  for- 
mally plead  in  bai-,  denying  they  were  obtained  by  fraud  or 
concealment. 

*^1f{1  *Sixth  ground  of  defence  submita  that  if  said  in- 
J  vestments  were  made  with  money  in  which  his  wife 
had  an  interest,  yet  that  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  prop- 
erty, as  tenant  by  courtesy  during  his  natural  life ;  and  he 
interposes  this  right  as  if  plead  in  uar. 

Upon  the  final  hearing,  the  Circuit  Ck>uxt  passed  the  fol- 
lowing decree : 

in  Ohancertf.    Final  Decree. 

The  report  of  William  H.  Brown,  Master  in  Chanoeiy, 
made  in  the  above-stated  case,  and  filed  herein  on  the  3d  day 
of  April,  A.  D.,  1850,  having  been  confirmed  on  a  former  day  of 
this  term ;  and  the  report  of  said  Master  made  herein  and  filed 
on  the  first  day  of  October,  a.  d.,  1850,  having  also  been  con- 
firmed on  a  former  day  of  this  term,  except  as  to  the  said  sum 
of  five  hundred  dollars  therein  stated  as  having  been  paid  by 
defendant  subsequent  to  the  death  of  Mrs.  Perkins,  wife  of 
said   defendant:    It  is  now  thereupon  further  ordered,  ad- 

Sdged,  and  decreed,  tliat  the  said  complainants,  the  sfud 
arriet  J.  Fourniquet,  together  with  the  said  Edward  P. 
Fourniquet,  in  right  of  his  said  wife,  but  to  her  sole  and 
separate  use ;  and  the  said  Ann  S.  Ewing,  together  with 
the  said  Martin  W.  Ewing,  in  right  of  his  said  wife,  but  to 
her  sole  and  separate  use,  do  have  and  recover  of  the 
said  defendant,  John  Perkins,  the  amonnt  stated  in  said 
first-named  report,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  sixteen  thousand 
nine  hundred  and  sixty-eight  dollars  and  seventy-six  cents 
($16,968.76,)  to  be  paid  to  the  said  complainants  by  the  said 
defendant  within  thirty  days  hereafter,  together  with  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  eight  per  cent,  per  annum,  from  the 
first  day  of  April,  1850,  or  in  default  thereof  that  said  com- 
plainants have  execution  therefor.  It  is  further  ordered, 
adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  said  complainants  do  recover  of 
the  defendant  all  their  costs  hereby  in  this  suit  incurred  and 
herein  taxed. 

November  20, 1850.  S.  J.  GholsON. 
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From  this  decree  Perkiiia  appealed  to  this  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Johnson  and  Mr.  Sovle,  for  the 
Kp{>ellant,  and  Mr.  Henderton,  for  the  api)eUeeB. 

It  iB  not  necessary  to  state  the  points  and  arguments  of  the 
counsel  relative  to  the  uoiiuiuiiiity  of  iicquets  and  gains  under 
the  law  of  Louisiana,  and  how  far  tliut  law  would  reach  in- 
vestmentfi  in  Mississippi ;  hut  as  the  decision  of  the  court 
turned  entirely  upon  the  validity  of  the  releases  (one  of 
which  is  inserted  ia  7  Howai-d,  and  both  in  the  present 
opinion,)  the  notice  of  the  ai'gumeiit  will  be  confined  entirely 
to  that  subject. 

*The  counsel  for  the  appellant  considered  the  re-  r«oi7 
leases  in  the  following  point  of  view :  '■ 

The  bill  chaises  that  these  releases  were  obtained  by  con- 
cenltneiit,  fraud,  &c.  The  answer  denies  the  charge  in  the 
most  |i(isitive  terms,  and  not  a  shadow  of  proof  has  been  given  , 
of  its  truth. 

The  releases  themselves  are  as  full  and  thorough  acquit- 
tances of  all  responsibility  on  the  part  of  the  reBjmndent,  as 
could  have  been  drafted,  as  will  be  seen  by  reference  thereto. 

To  the  release  of  E.  P.  Fourniquet  and  wife  to  J.  Perkinst 
(hvted  Natchez,  May  27, 1834. 

To  the  release  from  M.  W.  Ewing  and  wife,  dated  April 
It,  1828. 

To  the  release  of  Benjamin  S.  and  Mary  C.  Bynum  (heirs, 
bnt  not  lutrties  to  this  suit),  April  10,  1829. 

Act  of  confirmation  by  Mary  C.  and  Thomas  P.  Eskridge, 
dated  April  9,  1832. 

For  what  were  these  releases  made?  Surely  not  to  cover 
the  land  and  slaves  in  Louisiana  of  the  deceased  parents  of 
the  releasors,  because  there  had  been  previously  (in  1827)  a 
judicial  partition  and  distribution  of  their  patrimonial  estate, 
which  had  been  homologated,  and  had  al!  the  force  of  "tlie 
thing  adjudged";  and  Perkins  had  been  fully  discharged 
before  any  of  these  releases  were  executed.  Then  these 
releases  must  have  been  wholly  supererogatory  in  reference  to 
the  land  and  slaves  in  Louisiana ;  and  the  question  arises,  what 
could  they  have  been  designed  to  cover  and  include,  unless 
it  were  such  personal  effects  as  may  have  remained,  aft«r  all 
the  debts  ana  expenses  of  t)ie  marriage  and  the  education 
and  maintenance  of  the  Bynum  heirs  had  been  defrayed? 

As  to  the  validity  and  effect  of  these  releases,  one  of  them 
has  been  attested  and  adjudicated,  uot  only  in  the  Ninth  Ju- 
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dicia!  District  of  Louisiana,  and  before  a  jury,  but  in  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States. 

Howard's  Reports,  vol.  7,  contains  the  recitals,  in  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Daniel's  opinion,  showing  that  Fourniquet  and  wife  sued 
Perkins  for  large  amounts  of  property,  spoliations,  &c.,  in 
Concordia,  Louisiana,  in  December,  1838,  and  that  judgment 
was  rendered  against  them  in  December,  1840 ;  and  that, 
having  brought  suit  against  him  in  1844,  in  the  United  States 
Circuit  Court  for  Louisiana,  Perkins  pleaded  that  judgment 
in  bar,  and  prevailed  both  in  the  Circuit  and  Supreme  Courts 
of  the  United  States. 

True,  the  opinion  of  Judge  Daniel  was  rejected,  as  evidence, 
iu  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  for  Mississippi;  but 
whether  the  objection  was  well  taken  or  not,  the  weight  of  it, 
as  an  argument  and  an  authority  directly  in  point,  could  not 
*3181  ^^  destroyed,  'and  it  applies  with  equal  force  to  the 
-I  release  of  Ewing  and  wife.  See  the  case  at  large  iu  7 
.  How.,  160. 

"  The  gratuitous  remission  of  a  debt,  is  as  valuable  as  a  re- 
lease for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  may  be  express  or  im- 
plied."    Civil  Code,  Art.  2195. 

^*  The  pactum  reminsorium,  pactum  de  Twrnpefenrfo,  was  bind- 
ing under  the  Roman  law ;  and  all  that  was  required  to  give 
it  validity,  was  a  simple  convention."  JIfouton  v.  Noble,  1  La. 
Ann.,  194, 

See  also  the  case  of  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  5  La.  Ann.,  230. 
[An  authentic  MS.  copy  of  the  record  in  this  case,  is  on  file 
at  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  showing  remark- 
able coincidences  between  the  release  iu  that  case  and  the 
caae  at  bar.] 

The  law  presumes  the  acceptance  of  the  remission  of  a  debt, 
and  it  cannot  be  revoked  by  creditors.  Civil  Code,  21,  97; 
Lee  V.  Ferguson,  5  La.  Ann.,  533. 

For  the  force,  as  testimony,  of  sworn  answers  in  chancery, 
see  2  Story,  Eq.  Jar.,  §§  1528,  9,  30. 

Mr.  Senderson,  for  the  appellees. 

We  come  next  to  consider  the  question  of  the  receipta  and 
releases,  interposed  in  bar. 

The  bill  charges  fraud  and  concealment  in  obtaining  from 
complainants  these  receipts,  and  declares  the  matters  sought 
to  be  recovered  in  this  suit,  were  not,  at  tlie  time  of  these  re- 
ceipts, or  at  any  other  time,  ever  accounted  for,  but  by  de- 
fendants were  concealed  and  kept  hack ;  and  they  require  and 
demand  of  defendant,  should  lie  offer  said  receipts  in  bar,  that 
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he  prodQce  the  account,  and  the  items  thereof  reudered,  for 
which  said  receipts  were  given. 

The  defendant  teudei-8  the  releases  as  exhibits,  with  his  an- 
swer, and  states  that  he  "relies  upon  said  releases  as  if  for- 
mally pleaded  in  bar,"  and  denies,  generally,  they  were  obtained 
by  fraud  or  concealment.  They  are  found  in  the  record,  but 
in  no  form  of  plea.  Now,  while  rule  S9  permits  a  defendant 
to  avail  himself  in  his  answer  of  matters  in  bar,  if  the  matter 
be  such  as  could  be  plead  in  bar,  yet  the  rule  does  not  allow 
that  to  subserve  as  a  bar  in  an  answer,  which  could  not 
have  been  jilead  in  bar.  The  alleged  release  of  Harriet 
Fourniquet  is  not  good  in  bar,  because  the  deed  of  a  married 
woman,  not  proven  or  acknowledged  on  privy  examination, 
and  therefore  void.  Agricultural  Bank  v.  Rice,  4  How., 
241,  242  ;  12  Pet.,  375  ;  10  Pet.,  20  and  22. 

This  release  is  void,  also,  because  executed  by  her  while  a 
minor,  as  charged  in  ber  bill,  and  admitted  by  defendant's 
•answer  to  interrogatory  4.  Her  subsequent  recogni-  r«Q-)Q 
tion  of  it,  before  a  Judge  in  Louisiana  (not  on  private  '- 
examination),  gave  it  no  additional  validity.  Void  as  the 
deed  of  a  married  woman  in  its  execution,  it  could  not  be 
validated  by  her  subsequent  recognition  of  it. 

The  receipt  of  Ewing  and  wife  is  not  under  seal,  and  there- 
fore not  good  in  plea  of  bar  as  a  release.  Story,  Eq.  PL,  § 
796  ;  Mitl  Fl.  marg.,  268. 

But  complainants  have  impeached,  by  their  bill,  the  integ- 
rity of  these  receipts,  so  far  as  offered  by  defendant  to  evi- 
dence a  release,  or  settlement,  of  the  community  sued  for, 
and  call  upon  defendant  for  a  disclosure  of  the  consideration 
on  which  they  were  executed. 

The  defendant  denies  fraud  generally  in  their  procurement, 
but  makes  no  disclosure  of  the  matters  or  accounts  settled  by 
the  receipts.  Nor  does  he  venture  to  affirm  they  were  given 
on  settlement  of  the  community ;  vet  tenders  them  as  "  re- 
leases, as  if  formally  pleaded  in  bar, '  notwithstanding. 

Such  form  of  pleading  and  issue  make  no  ground  of  de- 
fence, and  must  be  overruled  and  disregarded,  as  if  not  in 
the  record.  Story,  Eq.  PI.,  §  796,  797  ;  Mitf.  PI.  marg.,  261, 
262,  263. 

If  it  be  said,  however,  that  these  receipts  were  executed 
for  the  meridian  of  Louisiana,  and  not  intended  for  common- 
law  instruments,  (though  both  made  in  Mississippi,)  their 
deficiency  in  this  aspect  is  still  more  palpable.  For,  profess- 
ing to  evidence  the  settlement  of  Perkins's  account  as  tutor  or 
guardian  of  the  Bynuin  heirs,  they  are  "  null  and  void,"  be- 
cause thev  do  not  show,  on  their  face,  that  a  full  account  and 
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a  delivery  of  vouchers  was  rendei-ed  the  wards,  ten  days  pre- 
vious to  signing  the  receipts.  O.  C,  72,  art.  76 ;  4  How.,  661 ; 
C.  C,  art.  355;  4  Rob.  (La.),  296,  297. 

And  the  civil-law  doctnue  of  "  transactions  "  and  "  remis- 
sion "  of  debts,  was  never  extended,  and  will  not  be  in  equity, 
to  settlements  of  guardians  with  their  wards. 

And  the  defendant's  answer  in  this  case  is  quite  demonstra- 
tive, that  he  never  settled  iu  any  way  with  complainaiits  for 
their  mother's  cnmuinnity.  He  says,  "By  reason  of  their 
domicil  being  in  the  State  of  Mississippi,  respondeut  has  al- 
ways acted  under  the  belief,  and  now  submits  to  the  court, 
by  way  of  defence  to  tlie  claim  of  couiplainauts,  that  there 
was  no  community  of  acquets  and  gains  of  property  lying  in 
Louisiana,  between  respondent  and  his  said  wife  Mary,  under 
the  laws  of  Louisiana." 

If  there  be  any  meaning  in  language,  this  surrenders  the 
fact,  and  admits  the  community  not  settled  for. 

For,  if  Perkins  "always  acted  under  this  belief,"  he  so, 
•S201  '^"^^  "when  he  obtained  these  receipts.  It  is  conclu- 
J  sive,  therefore,  he  did  not  settle  with  or  compensate 
complainants  for  the  community.  And  he  wwves  such  de- 
fence in  this  part  of  his  answer,  by  submitting  the  question 
of  community  or  no  community  to  the  court,  and  to  abide 
that  issue.  If  he  has  bought  out  this  claim,  why  not  show 
the  evidence  of  his  puK-li^ise.  rather  than  submit  the  issue  to 
the  court  that  it  never  existed  ? 

But  the  receipt  of  Ewing  and  wife  is  also  express  and  con- 
clusive, gainst  this  pretence  of  defenilant.  It  ^mrticularly 
and  exactly  enumerates  what  things  were  settled  for,  and 
what  he  received.  And  by  reference  to  the  inventoi-ies  re- 
turned by  Perkins  himself,  the  eighteen  slaves,  specilied  in 
the  receipt,  are  found  in  inventories.  The  cattle,  mules,  and 
tools,  all  are  there  shown,  and  all  of  the  Bynum  estate. 
There  can  be  no  mistake  in  iliis  proof.  And  it  was  no  such 
grace  on  Perkins's  part,  that  he  relaxed  his  hold  on  this  frac- 
tion of  their  father's  estate,  as  thereby  to  absolve  himself  from 
community. 

But  the  record,  elsewhere,  abounds  with  evidence  on  this 
point.  On  pf^es  71  to  76,  defendant  sets  forth  the  several 
parcels  of  land  purchased  by  him  chieHy  in  Louisiana,  during 
the  coverture  ;  and  all  such  are  community  lands,  if  a  mari- 
tal partnership  existed.  And  Mrs.  Perkins's  children  were 
jointly  seised  of  the  title  with  him,  at  the  instant  of  her 
death.  Now  can  such  receijits  as  here  exhibited,  by  any 
stretch  of  presumption,  he  regarded  as  tranftmissive  of  their 
joint  title,  with  Perkins,  to  these  lauds?  £veu  if  inteaded 
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aa  8ucb,  they  obviously  fail  as  relinquisbmeDts  of  title  to  real 
eutate. 

But  had  this  been  the  purpose,  it  is  incredible  of  belief  they 
would  have  been  so  executed.  For  the  title  vhich  tiie  heirs 
of  Mrs.  Perkins  have  in  her  community,  would  sustain  an 
ejectment  against  Perkins,  or  even  agaiust  a  third  possessor 
under  Perkins  without  notice.  See  6  La.  Ann.,  389 ;  2  Id., 
261. 

Now  these  Mississippi  investments  of  $29,000,  were  bat 
part  of  the  whole,  and  with  like  certainty  were  not  accounted 
for  in  these  receipts. 

They  do  not  show  they  included  or  comprehended  the  com- 
munity, but  we  tliink  on  their  face  they  reasonabl}'  show  the 
contrary,  and  the  defendant  shrinks  from  the  averment  that 
they  did  or  do  include  it.  He  offers  no  proof  that  they  did, 
and  he  evades  reply,  when  called  on  to  show  the  mattei-s  and 
things  on  which  they  rested,  and  says  he  always  acted  under 
the  belief  there  was  no  community,  and  submits  that  issue  to 
the  court.  Aside  from  their  defective  execution  to  make 
them  releases,  and  apart  from  the  mispleading  them  in  bar,  we 
think  it  impossible  to  believe  they  did  settle  for  community,  or 
were  intended,  by  those  who  gave  them,  to  comprehend  that 
subject. 

*The  rule  in  equity,  and  of  the  most  common  justice,  rcoQi 
then  applies,  tliat  these  receipts  shall  be  held  valid  only  L 
for  the  matters  and  tilings  on  which  they  computea.  And 
this,  with  such  legal  distrust  as  tlie  relations  of  the  parties 
imply.  10  How.,  185,  186;  8  How.,  158;  4  How.,  561 ;  16 
Pet.,  276,  7,  8,  9;  2  Sumn.,  11;  3  Stoiy,  268,  9;  1  Edw. 
(N.  Y.),  38,  39 ;  1  Ch.  &  Lef.,  526. 

The  case  of  Fonrniquet  and  tinfe  v.  Perkiru,  (7  How.,  IGO,) 
is  referred  to  and  relied  on  aa  deciding  these  i-eceipta  valid 
against  us.  But  the  case  quoted  decides  no  such  principle. 
It  sustained  a  plea  of  ret  judicata.  And  the  case  plead  in 
bar,  did  interpose  these  receipts,  among  otlier  mattei-s  of 
defence,  in  a  suit  brought  exclusively  to  obtain  t^;ainst  Per- 
kins a  new  account  of  his  administration  of  the  Bynum 
estates,  but  nnt  for  community.  We  were  defeated  in  that 
case.  And  Judge  Daniel  said,  from  inspectiou  of  the  record, 
that  it  did  not  appear  we  were  defeated  merely  on  the  receipts, 
but  on  the  merits.  We  admitted  then,  and  admit  now,  these 
receipts  were  given  to  close  Perkins's  administration  of  the 
Bynum  estate,  but  not  community  in  the  Perkins  estate. 
The  decision  of  that  case  therefore  does  not  touch  these  re- 
ceipts. They  have  only  been  decided  in  this  case  below, 
and  in  the  case  of  J'erkintv.  Fourniquet  et  al.,  (6  How.,  206) ; 
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and  in  both  decisions  it  has  been  held  that  these  receipts  did 
not  bar  this  action  for  community. 

One  other,  at  the  last  point,  on  this  subject.  Both  these 
receipts  recite  and  count  on  administrative  settlements,  by 
Perkins,  of  Benjamin  Bynum's  estate,  or  of  Mrs.  Perkins  s 
separate  estate,  in  his  capacity  of  guardian,  curator,  or  execu- 
tor. 

Now  it  is  familiar  to  the  jurisprudence  of  Louisiana,  as 
shown  in  the  decisions  herein  quoted,  that  the  formal  and 
official  administration  of  the  wife's  estate  extends  only  to 
her  separate  estate,  and  not  to  her  community.  Perkins,  in 
this  case,  aa  surviving  partner,  would,  and  did,  have  the 
settlement  of  community,  and  not  as  curator  of  the  Bynum 
estate,  or  as  administrator  or  executor  of  his  wife's  estate. 
His  right,  power,  and  duty  to  settle  the  community,  resulted 
wholly  and  exclusively  from  his  being  the  surviving  partner 
in  community.  And  his  accountabiUty  for  the  wife's  share 
in  community  was  directed  with  her  heirs,  and  not  her  admin- 
istrator. And  this  is  manifest  from  the  right  of  the  heirs  to 
renounce  the  community.     O.  C,  338,  arta.  72,  75,  82,  84. 

And  there  is  no  factor  circumstance  in  this  case  that  points, 
in  the  remotest  degree,  to  any  settlement  made  by  Perkins 
as  surviving  partner  of  the  community.  No  partition  with 
the  heirs  is  shown;  no  purchase  from  them  of  their  undivided 
portion  is  shown  ;  and,  upon  all  known  principles  of  human 
action,  it  is  impossible  to  believe  that  either  of  these  things 
*8221  ^^  done,*and  being  done,  that  the  evidence  of  it  was 
-'  incorporated  in  these  receipts. 

Mr.  Justice  WAYNE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  Mississippi,  the  District  Judge  pre- 
siding. 

The  suit  was  brought  in  the  Vice-Chancery  Court  of  Mis- 
sissippi, and  was  transferred  to  the  Circuit  Court,  upon  the 
application  of  the  respondent,  under  the  12th  section  of  the 
act  of  September  24th,  1789,  to  establish  the  judicial  courts 
of  the  United  States. 

Harriet  J.  Fourniquet  and  Anne  M.  Ewing  are  the  step- 
daughters of  the  respondent,  from  his  intermarriage  with 
their  mother,  Mary  Bynum.  She  was  the  widow  of  their 
father,  Benjamin  Bynum. 

The   object  of  the  suit  was  to  recover  their  portion  of 

$89,600,  alleged  by  them  to  be  marital  community  gains  of  the 

respondent  and  their  mother,  which  they  charge  he  invested 

in  Mississippi,  and  was  in  hand  at  the  death  of  their  mother. 
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The  respondent  is  charged  with  having  had  no  means  of  his 
own  to  make  such  investments ;  that  the  money  was  derived 
from  the  cotton  estate  in.  Louisiana ;  that  the  same,  by  the 
laws  of  that  State,  became  a  community  of  acquets  and  gains, 
one  half  of  which,  upon  the  death  of  their  mother,  became 
theirs  and  her  other  heirs ;  and  they  charge  him,  further, 
with  having  fraudulently  taken  the  money  derived  from  tlio 
Louisiana  property,  into  Mississippi,  to  invest  it  there,  in 
order  to  give  him  undue  advantages  over  his  wife's  and  their 
interest  in  the  fund.  It  is  said,  that  at  the  death  of  their 
mother  there  were  then  living  four  children  of  the  first  hus- 
band, and  three  by  the  resjiondent.  Three  of  the'four  and 
two  of  the  three  are  still  living.  Mary  B.  Eskridge,  one  of 
the  survivors  of  the  Bynuin  children,  and  John  Perkins  and 
William  Perkins,  adults  and  heirs  of  the  complainant,  do  not 
concur  with  them  in  their  suit,  and  for  that  reason  are  not 
made  parties.  The  respondent,  besides  being  charged  gene- 
rally with  fraud,  is  especially  so  in  reference  to  certain  re- 
ceipts and  releases,  which  these  complainants  gave  to  him, 
which  they  now  say  were  obtained  b;  concealment  and  cir- 
cumvention. 

The  respondent,  in  his  answer  to  the  bill,  admits  his  mar- 
ri(^B  in  Louisiana,  at  the  time  and  place  stated. .  That  he 
removed  to  Mississippi  with  his  wife  in  1818 ;  that  their 
domicil  was  there  continued  to  be  kept  during  tlie  coverture, 
and  that  their  removal  was  not  only  with  the  consent  of  the 
wife,  but  in  pursuance  of  an  understanding  between  them 
before  their  marriage  *took  place.  He  denies  that  any  raooo 
community  of  gains  was  established  conventionally,  '■ 
or  that  it  legally  could  occur  under  the  law  of  Louisiana,  on 
account  of  the  residence  of  himself 'and  wife  in  that  State 
when  they  were  married,  because  it  was  their  intention,  be- 
fore the  marriage  took  place,  to  remove  into  MiBsissippi.  Vie 
denies  that  any  money,  invested  by  him  in  lands  in  Missis- 
uppi,  belonged,  either  legally  or  equitably,  to  his  wife  in 
either  State ;  and  asserts,  even  if  there  was  a  marital  com- 
munity between  them,  he  was  entitled  to  dispose  of  the  gains 
as  he  pleased,  without  any  liability,  under  the  law  of  Louisi- 
ana, to  account  for  the  same  to  his  wife  or  her  representa- 
tives. He  denies  the  charge,  that  he  was  without  productive 
property  or  available  means  to  purchase  the  property  in  Mis- 
sissippi. That  property  consists  of  several  tracts  of  land 
and  the  improvements  put  upon  them,  as  is  said,  by  commu- 
nity funds.  The  tract  upon  which  the  improvements  were 
put  contained  one  hundred  acres.  It  was  bought  ^m  Ar- 
thur  Mahan,  on  the  80th  October,  1818,  for  |i9,926.    It  waa 
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improved  for  a  residence  for  the  respondent  with  his  family, 
including  the  children  of  the  wife  by  the  first  husband. 
There  was  another  tract,  cuntaining  2,100  acres,  bought  by 
the  respondent  from  Elihu  Hall  Bay,  in  January,  1819,  fur 
$5,000.  There  were  two  other  purchases, — one  of  them,  a 
lot  in  Natchez,  bought  from  Walter  S.  Parker,  in  March, 
1823,  for  *t>00 ;  and  the  other  is  a  purchase  from  Sugar 
Zenor,  in  March,  1824,  for  f  1,000,  The  aggregate  sum  given 
for  these  lands,  and  the  improvements  upon  the  first,  amount 
to  139,000.  The  complainants  allege,  that  they  have  a  right 
to  elect  to  take  their  interest  in  theui  in  money,  with  interest 
upon  the  amount  from  the  time  of  their  mother's  death. 

To  this  answer,  the  complainants  filed  the  general  replica- 
tion. 

The  case  was  tried,  and  the  court  helow  gave  an  interlocu- 
tory decree  agaiiist  the  respondent.  It  declares  that  a  com- 
munity of  gains  had  existed  between  the  respondent  and  his 
wife  during  the  marriage.  That  its  resources  were  altogether 
in  Louisiana,  and  that  the  respondent  had  invested  from  the 
gains  lai^  sums  in  the  purchase  and  improvement  of  real 
estate  in  Mississippi,  and  that  it  was  held  by  him,  in  1824, 
when  the  marri^e  was  dissolved  by  the  deati  of  Mi's.  Pei"- 
Idns.  The  court  also  referred  the  matter  to  a  master,  to  take 
an  account  conformably  to  its  decree.  In  the  coui-se  of  the 
reference,  the  roaster  sustained  an  objection  to  an  allowance 
for  which  the  complainants  contended.  It  was  submitted  to 
the  court,  whether  he  had  properly  refused  it.  He  was  in- 
structed, that  it  was  only  necessary  for  him  to  ascertain  the 
amount  of  the  funds  vested  by  the  respondent  in  Mississippi 
•S241  "^"""S  t'ls  community ;  and  that,  as  to  the  source  'from 
J  which  Perkins  derived  them,  the  court  would  decide 
under  all  the  proof.  The  master  proceeded  accordingly. 
He  reported,  without  any  proof  of  the  source  from  wMch 
Mr.  Perkins  obtained  the  money,  that  $16,968.76  was  due  to 
the  complainants.  The  report  was  subsequently  confirmed, 
and  the  court  gave  a  final  decree  for  them  for  the  sum  just 
stated,  with  interest,  at  8  per  cent,  from  the  1st  April,  1850. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  court's  attention  had  been  par- 
ticularly directed  to  the  releases  which  the  complainanta  ad- 
mit they  gave  to  the  respondent,  and  which  he  says  were 
given  to  him  with  a  positive  denial  of  the  statement,  that  he 
obtained  them  by  fraud,  concealment,  and  circumvention. 

If  it  had  been,  we  think  that  the  court  would  have  deter- 
mined the  effect  of  the  releases  upon  the  case  before  it  gave 
its  interlocutory  decree,  and  that  it  would  not  have  made  a 
final  decree  upon  the  master's  report 
346 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1652.  324 

Perkins  v.  Fourniquet  at  al. 

We  proceed  to  give  car  view  of  these  releases. 

The  first,  from  Ewing  aud  wife,  was  executed  on  the  11th 
April,  1828.  Founiiquet  and  wife  executed  theirs  od  the 
27th  May,  1834,  within  a  month  of  six  years  after  the  other. 

They  aie  as  follows : 

Please  from  E.  P.  Foumiqrtet  et  ux.  to  John  Perkins. 

Received,  Natchez,  May  27th,  1834,  of  John  Perkins,  on 
settlement  of  all  accounts,  debts,  dues,  and  demands,  what- 
ever, up  to  the  prestiut  day,  uue  hundred  dollars  iu  full,  hav- 
ing, on  a  previous  occasicm,  received  from  him,  as  the  guar- 
dian of  my  wife,  Mrs.'  Harriet  J.  Fourniquet,  late  Miss 
Bynum,  all  the  estate,  portion,  and  share,  which  slie  inher- 
ited by  the  death  of  her  late  father,  Benjamin  Bynum,  late  of 
Coucordia,  Louisiana,  deceased,  or  her  mother,  Mrs.  Mary 
Perkins,  of  the  county  of  Adams,  and  State  of  Mississippi, 
and  brother,  Benjamin  S.  Bynum,  of  the  county  of  Clair- 
bome,  and  State  last  aforesaid,  deceased;  and  do,  by  these 
presents,  jointly  with  my  said  wife,  release  and  forever  dis- 
charge the  said  Perkins,  from  all  and  every  claim  which  she, 
or  either  of  us,  might  or  could  have  against  him,  the  said 
Perkins,  either  as  guardian  or  otherwise,  growing  out  of  the 
estates  aforesaid,  or  in  any  other  matter  and  shape  whatso- 
ever, and  forever  exonerate  him,  by  these  preseuts,  his  heirs 
and  executors  and  administrators  therefrom. 

[In]  witness  whereof,  we  have  liereunto  set  our  hands  and 
seals,  the  day  and  year  firet  above  written,  to  wit,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-four,  in 
the  presence  of  Elijah  Bell  and  John  E.  Maddux,  whose 
names  are  hereunto  subscribed,  as  witnesses  hereunto,  the 
said  John  *Perki]is  being  also  personally  present,  and  r«ooe 
by  these  presents  accept.  '- 

E.  P.   FonRKlQUBT.  [SBAL.] 

Hakriet  Fourniquet.  [sbai^I 
John  Perkins.  [bbal.] 

Witnessed,  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered,  in  the  presence  of — 

Elijah  Bell, 

John  E.  Maddux. 

Releate  from  M.  W.  Ewing  to  John  Perkini. 

Received  of  John  Perkins  two  negro  slaves,  Lewis  and 
Anderson,  also  his  draft  on  A.  Fisk,  for  four  hundred  and 
seventy  dollars,  thirty-four  cents,  in  one  hundred  and  twenty 
dayst  indorspd  t>y  K.  M.  Gaines;  which,  when  paid,  will  be 
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ill  full  of  all  claims  and  demands,  of  every  kind  and  descrip- 
tion, which  we,  or  either  of  us,  may  have  against  said  Per- 
kins individually,  or  against  him  as  curator  of  the  estates  of 
Benjamin  Bynum  and  Mary  Perkins,  in  the  parish  of  Concor- 
dia, State  of  Louisiana,  or  as  executor  of  the  will  of  the  said 
Mary  Perkins,  dated  March  30,  1822,  and  in  full  of  all  claims 
of  every  kind,  which  we  or  either  of  us,  may  have  ag-.iinst 
said  Perkins,  in  any  way  whatever;  we  having  received  from 
said  Perkins,  heretofore,  the  following  named  slaves,  to  wit: 
Judah  Myers,  aged  25  years;  Edward,  about  4  years; 
Harry,  about  7  months;  Little  Daniel,  about  16  years;  Pat- 
rick, 13  years;  Lewis,  5  years;  Big  Daniel,  50  years;  Big 
Sarah  Miambo,  about  fifty  yeara;  Ned,  16  years;  Polly,  14 
years ;  Frank,  about  50  years ;  Maria,  his  wife,  37  years  old ; 
Frank,  aged  about  1  year;  Fanny,  about  7  ;  Samuel,  about 
19  yeai's.  Also  two  mules,  thirty  head  of  cattle,  and  a  chest 
of  tools ;  and  the  said  Perkins  accepts  hereof,  as  a  full  satis- 
faction and  discharge  from  the  said  Martin  W.  Ewing,  and 
Anne,  his  wife,  in  the  premises. 

Witness  our  hands,  this  11th  day  of  April,  A.  D.,  1828. 
Martin  W.  Ewinq, 
Anne  Ewing, 

Att.  R.  M.  Gaines.  John  Perkins. 

The  operative  words  of  these  releases  are  as  full  aa  they 
can  be,  and  they  cover  the  subject-matter  for  which  the  com- 
plainants brought  the  suit. 

We  have  carefully  examined  and  considered  this  record, 
without  finding  in  it  any  thing  against  the  fairness  of  the  re- 
leases. The  complainants  do  not  give  any  proof  against  it. 
Nothing  is  in  proof  from  which  it  can  be  inferred  that  they 
were  given  in  ignorance  of  their  rights  in  the  estates  of  Ben- 
jamin S.  Bynum  and  Mary  Bynum  when  the  releases  were 
made,  or  that  they  were  in  any  way  circumvented  by  the 
respondent.  Their  testimony  in  the  case  is  exclusively  upon 
'3261  ^^^  community  of  gains,  *aud  upon  the  inability  of 
J  the  respondent  to  make  such  purchases  and  improve- 
ments from  his  own  means. 

It  consists  of  copies  of  conveyances  for  the  property 
bought,  of  depositions,  in  which  there  is  not  a  word  relat- 
ing to  the  releases,  and  of  answers  by  the  respondent  to 
other  suits  against  him,  one  of  which  was  a  suit  in  equity 
brought  by  these  complainants  in  the  Circuit  Coart  of  the 
United  States,  in  Louisiana. 

In  that  answer  may  be  found  a  narrative  of  the  respond- 
ent's business  connection,  and  dealings  with  the  estate  of 
848 


DECEMBER  TEBJU,  1852.  326 

PerkiDS  u.  Foumiquet  et  si. 

Benjamin  S.  Bynum  and  that  of  hia  widow,  afterwards  the 
wife  of  the  Tespondent.  It  shows  that  he  rendered  an  ac- 
count of  both.  That  it  was  done  in  an  open  manner  and 
with  an  intention  that  it  should  be  examined  by  those  who 
were  interested.  It  is  further  shown,  that  after  Uie  accounts 
had  been  officially  tiled,  that  there  was  a  partition  of  all  the 
property  among  the  heirs,  and  that  it  was  consummated  by 
i-eceipts  and  acquittatices  from  all  of  tliem,  among  them 
those  given  by  Ewiug  and  hia  wife,  and  by  Fourniquet  and 
his  w3e,  as  they  have  been  already  recited  in  this  opinion. 
The  respondent  also  denies  in  that  answer  the  chaise  there 
made  by  these  couiplainauts,  as  it  is  repeated  in  this  suit, 
that  these  acquittances  were  obtained  by  fraud,  misrepresen- 
tation, and  concealment,  and  avers  that  they  were  executed 
by  the  parties  with  a  full  knowledge  of  all  their  rights,  and 
for  a  valuable  consideration.  In  that  case,  as  in  this,  there 
was  no  proof  that  those  receipts  or  releases  were  fraudulently 
obtained.  The  witnesses,  Henderson,  Montgomery,  and  Wal- 
worth, in  this  suit,  are  not  questioned  as  to  the  execution  of 
the  releases.  The  same  interrogatiuns  were  put  to  all  of 
them.  The  answers  of  each  are  very  immaterial  for  any 
purposes  in  this  suit.  No  one  of  them  knew  any  thing  con- 
cerning the  respondent's  pecimiary  situation  when  he  mar- 
ried, or  when  he  removed  into  Mississippi,  or  of  the  sources 
&om  which  the  money  came  which  was  invested  in  Missis- 
sippi. The  same  may  be  said  of  AVren's  testimony.  Loria's 
testimony  is  as  indefinite  as  that  of  the  others,  and  he  also 
was  not  questioned  cuiicerning  the  execution  of  the  releases. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  evidence  produced  by  the  respondent 
in  this  suit,  shows  that  the  releases  were  not  precipitately 
made.  Tliat  neither  of  the  complainants  gave  them  until 
after  they  had  had  time  to  examine  hiij  accounts,  and  not 
until  they  had  examined  them.  Whatever  they  may  have 
thought  of  the  integrity  of  the  respondent,  they  did  not  act 
then  as  if  they  suspected  it.  We  see  them  receiving  from 
him  their  portions  of  the  estates,  of  which  they  were  dis- 
tributees, aud  other  property  besides,  as  gratuities  from  the 
respoudeut,  and  dealing  witli  both,  among  themselves  and 
with  others,  and  acting  towards  the  respondents  as  if  they 
were  'content  with  what  he  had  done,  aud  with  what  r»Q07 
th^  had  received.  *- 

There  was  an  interval  of  five  years  and  eleven  months  be- 
tween the  releases  given  by  the  complainants  to  the  respond- 
ent. The  accounts  u[>on  which  they  were  given,  were  all 
that  time  accessible  to  them.  The  proofs  show  that  Ewiiig 
bad  scanned  them  befoi-e  he  gave  his  release.    His  interest  in 
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the  estates  were  the  same  as  Fourniquet'e.  It  was  a  familv 
business,  talked  of,  no  doubt,  amuug  themselves,  as  such 
matters  always  will  be,  aud  it  caouot  be  supposed  that  Four- 
iiiquet  took  his  wife's  portion  of  the  estates  without  know- 
ing that  Ewiiig  had  given  to  the  respondent  a  release  when 
he  took  his  wife's  piirt,  or  without  having  had  the  same 
means  as  his  ausuciate  to  learu  the  condition  of  the  estates, 
and  the  truthfulness  of  the  respondent's  olEcial  statement  of 
theni.  Their  acceptauue  of  the  portions  of  their  wives  must 
be  taken  as  an  admission  that  the  respondent  had  dealt  fairly 
in  the  business,  and  that  he  meant  to  do  so,  until  they  slim 
prove  that  it  was  his  design  to  cheat  all  of  the  heirs,  includ- 
ing his  own  children,  as  well  as  the  wives  of  the  complain- 
ants. He  may  not  have  acted  in  his  long  mauf^ment  of 
the  estates,  with  all  caution  and  exactness,  but  nothing  has 
been  shown  in  this  case,  in  his  final  settlement  with  the  heirs, 
that  he  did  not  mean  to  act  with  fairness  and  liberality,  or 
that  any  one  of  them  did  not  think  he  had  done  so,  when 
they  made  these  releases. 

With  the  view  of  these  releases,  we  think  that  the  court 
erred  in  giving  ita  interlocutory  order  for  an  account  to  be 
taken.  We  are  relieved  by  it  from  coiiaidering  the  pouits 
which  were  made  in  the  argument  concerning  any  commu- 
nity of  gains  between  the  respondent  and  his  wife.  How- 
ever that  may  have  been,  the  releases  put  an  end  to  all  con- 
troversy between  these  parties  about  it.  They  were  fully 
ai^ued  by  counsel,  as  they  should  have  been,  as  they  could 
not  foresee  what  would  be  our  view  upon  the  effect  of  the 
releases.  We  could  not  add  any  thing  to  the  decisions  of 
the  courts  of  Louisiana  upon  connubial  or  legal  communities 
of  gains  between  husband  and  wife. 

We  are  satisfied,  whether  it  did  or  did  not  exist,  that  the 
releases  given  by  the  complainants  are  conclusive  (gainst 
them  for  any  claim  upon  the  respondent  on  account  of  the 
estates  in  which  they  were  interested.  No  proof  having 
been  given  that  these  releases  were  obtained  by  any  fraud  or 
circumvention,  we  shall  order  the  decree  of  the  court  below 
to  be  reversed,  and  that  the  bill  of  the  complainants  shall  be 
dismissed. 

Mr.  Justice  CURTIS  dissented. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
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Southern  District  of  Missisaippi,  and  was  argued  by  coimael. 
On  consideration  wliereuf,  it  is  iiuw  here  ordered,  adjudged, 
sod  decreed  by  this  court,  that  tlie  decree  of  the  said  Circuit 
Court  in  this  cause,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with 
ooBts,  and  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded 
to  the  said  Circuit  Court,  with  directions  to  dismiss  the  com- 
plainant's bill. 


John  Pebeins,  Appellant,  v.  Edwabd  F.  Fodbniqubt, 

ASD  UaBBIBT,  his  WIFE. 

The  sixty-tecoDd  rule  of  thU  court,  (13  Honird,)  it  bi  followi:  "  In  cuee 
nhere  a  writ  of  error  is  prosecuted  to  the  Supreme  Court,  anil  tlie  judi;- 
ment  of  th«  iuferior  court  is  afflrmed,  the  intereat  Bliall  be  calculated  and 
levied  from  the  date  of  the  judt^ent  below,  until  the  lame  is  paid,  at  the 
■ame  rate  that  similar  Judgmenls  bear  interest,  iu  tlie  courts  df  the  Stale 
where  such  judgment  is  rendered.  The  utme  rule  shall  be  applied  to 
decrees  fur  the  payment  of  money,  in  cases  in  Clisncery,  unless  otherwise 
ordered  by  this  court.  This  rule  to  lake  effect  on  the  flnt  day  of  Decem- 
ber tertn,  1S02. 

Before  this  rule,  tntcn-st  waa  to  be  calculated  at  six  per  cent.,  from  the  dale 
of  the  judgment  in  Uic  Circuit  Court  to  the  day  of  ^rmance  here;  and 
the  conflrmation  o(  the  report  of  the  clerk,  in  the  ease  of  Mitcheli  *.  Ilur- 
Mimn,  (13  Howard,  I4tl,)  was  under  the  rnlcs  then  existing. 

So,  also,  where  a  case  from  MissiMippi  was  affirmed  at  December  term,  1S61, 
the  mandate  fn>m  this  court  should  have  been  construed  to  allow  interest 
at  six  per  cent,  from  the  date  of  the  decree  in  the  court  below,  to  the  dale 
of  the  affirmance  in  this  court.  Therefore,  it  was  erroneous  eiliier  to  allow 
six  per  cent,  until  paid,  or  to  allow  the  current  rate  of  interest  in  Missis- 
sippi, in  addition  to  the  t\x  per  cent,  allowed  by  this  court. 

The  several  rules  upon  this  subject  examined  and  explained. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Mississippi. 

It  is  stated,  in  the  report  of  the  preceding  case,  that,  at 
December  term,  1851,  a  case  of  Fuiiriiiqnet  and  wife,  against 
Perkins,  came  up  from  Mississippi,  and  the  deci-ee  of  the 
Circiut  Court  was  here  affirmed  by  a  divided  court.  It  was, 
therefore,  not  reported. 

The  proceedings  under  the  mandate,  and  the  questions 
wliich  arose  thereon,  are  set  forth  in  the  following  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

It  appears,  in  this  case,  that  on  the  22d  of  May,  1849,  the 
Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  Mississippi,  passed 
a  decree  in  favor  of  the  appellees,  against  the  ^pellant,  di- 


328  SUPEEME  COUET. 

Perkini  u.  Foumjquet  et  m. 

*^9<n  '^^*'^8  *him  to  pay  the  sum  of  $16,496.61,  within  thirty 
■I  days  thereafter,  with  legal  interest  from  the  date  of 
the  said  decree,  ut,  iu  default  uiereuf,  the  appellees  to  have 
execution  against  the  appellant. 

This  decree  waa  aflirined  at  the  last  term  of  this  court,  with 
costs  and  damages,  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent,  per  aiinuDi ; 
and  a  mandate  issued  to  the  Circuit  Court  reciting  the  judg- 
ment of  this  court,  and  directing  it  to  be  carried  into  execution. 

After  this  mandate  was  hied  in  the  Circuit  Coui't,  the  appel- 
lees obtained  an  execution  against  the  appellant,  by  which  the 
marshal  was  commanded  to  levy  the  amount  of  the  original 
judgment  in  the  Circuit  Coui-t,  where  the  Mississippi  interest 
of  eight  per  cent.,  and  damages  at  the  rate  of  six  per  ceut.  in 
addition,  making  together,  fourteen  per  cent.,  from  the  date 
of  the  original  judgment,  until  paid. 

TTie  appellant  insisted  that,  under  the  mandate,  he  was 
bound  to  pay  nothing  mure  than  damages  at  the  rate  of  six 
per  cent,  on  the  original  decree,  from  the  time  it  was  rendered. 
And,  acting  upon  this  construction  of  the  judgment  of  this 
court,  and  supposing  himself  chai'geuhle  with  the  six  per  cent, 
dami^es,  until  the  decree  was  satisfied,  he  paid  the  marshal, 
on  the  12th  of  May,  1852,  the  amount  he  supposed  to  be  due, 
calculating  the  interest  up  to  that  time,  and,  by  some  error  in 
the  reckoning,  he  paid  a  small  sum  over.  And,  as  the  appel- 
lees still  insisted  upon  levying  the  whole  amount  for  which 
they  had  obtained  process  of  execution,  he  moved  the  Circuit 
Court  to  refer  it  to  a  Commissioner,  to  report  the  amount  due 
under  the  judgment  of  this  court,  and  how  much,  if  any,  he 
had  overpaid  in  his  settlement  with  the  marshal.  It  was  ad- 
mitted that  the  costs  weie  all  paid.  The  only  controversy 
was  about  the  interest  and  damages,  as  above  stated. 

The  commissioner  reported  that,  according  to  the  basis  of 
settlement  claimed  by  the  appellant,  he  had  overpaid  the 
amount  due  on  the  decree,  $61.50  ;  but  that,  according  to  the 
construction  of  the  mandate  insisted  on  by  the  appellees, 
there  was  still  due  to  them  a  balance  of  $3,831.02. 

Ujwn  this  report,  the  appellant  moved  tlie  court  to  order 
satisfaction  of  the  decree  to  be  entered  of  record ;  or,  to  quash 
the  execution  then  in  the  hands  of  the  marshal,  and  order  the 
clerk  of  the  court  to  issue  no  further  fi.  fa.  on  the  decree; 
and,  also,  for  an  order  on  the  marshal,  or  the  appellees,  as 
niiglit  be  proper  to  refund  the  money  overpaid. 

But  the  court  overruled  the  motion,  ordering,  at  the  same 
time,  that  no  further  execution  should  issue,  until  the  ap- 
pellant had  a  reasonable  time  to  jiresent  an  appeal  to  this 
oourt.     And  this  appeal  was  accordingly  taken. 
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An  objection  baa  been  made  to  the  manner  in  which  this 
case  'has  been  brought  before  the  court,  and  a  motion  r«QqA 
made  to  dismiss,  upon  tlie  ground  that  an  appeal  will  *- 
not  lie  from  this  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court, 

This  objection  to  the  form  of  proceeding,  involves  nothing 
more  than  a  question  of  practice.  The  mandate  from  this 
court  left  nothing  to  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court,  but  directed  it  to  carry  into  execution  the  decree 
of  this  court,  which  was  recited  in  the  mandate.  And  if  the 
decree  of  this  court  has  been  misunderstood,  or  misconstrued, 
by  the  court  below,  to  the  injury  of  either  party,  we  see  no 
valid  objection  to  an  appeal  to  this  court,  in  order  to  have 
the  error  corrected.  The  question  is  merely  as  to  the  form 
of  proceeding  which  this  court  should  adopt,  to  enforce  the 
execution  of  its  own  mandato  in  the  court  below.  The  sub- 
ject might,  without  doubt,  be  brought  before  us  upon  motion, 
and  a  mandamus  issued  to  compel  ite  execution.  But  an 
appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  is  equally  con- 
venient and  suitable ;  and,  perhaps,  more  so,  in  some  cases, 
as  it  gives  the  adverse  party  notice  that  the  question  will  be 
brought  before  this  court,  and  affords  him  the  opportunity  of 
being  prepared  to  meet  it  at  an  early  day  of  the  term.  The 
appeal  certainly  would  not  stay  proceedings.  And  it  would 
be  the  duty  of  the  Circuit  Court,  notwithstanding  the  appeal, 
to  proceed  to  execute  the  judgment  of  this  court,  unless,  as 
in  this  case,  he  entertained  doubts  of  its  construction  and 
meaning,  and  deemed  it,  therefore,  just  and  equitable  to  sua- 

Knd  its  execution,  until  the  decision  of  this  court  could  be 
d  in  the  premises. 

In  the  case  before  us,  however,  there  was  substantially  an 
equity  proceeding  and  final  decree,  after  the  mandate  was 
filed.  It  is  true,  they  were  summary,  and  necessarily  so,  as 
the  matters  in  dispute  under  the  execution  were  brought 
before  the  court  by  motion.  But  the  claims  of  the  respective 
parties  were  referred  to  a  Commissioner  to  examine  and 
report ;  he  made  hia  report,  and  the  court  decided  upon  it. 
This  decision,  although  briefiy  stated,  was,  in  substance,  a 
final  decree  upon  the  matters  in  controversy.  It  might, 
therefore,  under  the  act  of  Congress,  be  regarded  as  such, 
and  levised  accordingly,  by  an  appeal  to  this  court.  Plenary 
and  formal  proceedings  are  not  necessary,  and  never  required, 
when  the  dispute  is  confined  to  matters  arising  under  process 
of  execution.  They  are  more  conveniently  and  as  fully 
brought  before  the  court,  by  a  summary  proceeding  on  mo- 
tion. 

Vol.  XIV.— 28  868 


8S0  SUPREME  COURT. 

Perkiiu  V.  Fourolquet  et  ox. 

The  questions  in  controversy  in  the  Circuit  Ckiort,  and  its 
decision  i^on  them,  are,  therefore,  regularly  before  us. 

The  dimculty  in  that  court  seems  to  have  arisen  from  sup- 
posing that  the  act  of  1842  applied  to  judgments  and  decrees 
**1S11  ^  *thi3  court.  And  this,  we  presume,  occasioned  the 
'  error  it  committed,  in  the  construction  and  execution 
of  the  decree  and  mandate  in  question. 

The  act  of  1842  does  not  embrace  cases  in  equity;  nor 
does  it  extend  to  either  judgments  or  decrees,  in  this  court. 
It  is  confined,  in  plain  terms,  to  judgments  at  law,  in  the  ci> 
cuit  and  district  courts.  It  places  the  judgments  of  these 
courts,  in  respect  to  interest,  upon  the  same  footing  with  the 
judgments  of  the  State  courts.  And  where,  by  the  law  of 
the  State,  the  judgment  of  a  court  carries  a  cert^n  interest 
until  paid,  the  former  rule  and  the  same  rate  of  interest  is  to 
he  allowed  in  the  circuit  and  district  courts  of  the  United 
States.  And  the  marshal  is  directed  to  levy  it  on  process  of 
execution,  wherever  it  can  be  so  levied  on  a  judgment  in  the 
State  Court.  In  such  cases  the  judgment  hears  interest  by 
force  of  the  law,  although,  upon  the  face  of  it,  it  may  not 
purport  to  carry  interest.  Upon  common-law  principles  a 
judgment  does  not  carry  interest.  It  ia  true,  that  damages 
may  be  recovered  for  the  detention  of  the  debt,  in  an  action 
on  the  judgment.  But  previous  to  the  act  of  1842,  neither 
interest  nor  damages,  for  the  detention  of  the  debt,  could 
have  been  levied  under  process  of  execution,  upon  the  judg- 
ment of  a  circuit  or  district  court  of  the  United  States. 

But  the  act  of  1842  does  not  speak  of  interest  or  damages 
upon  the  judgments  of  this  court,  uor  does  it  repeal  the  &d 
section  of  the  act  of  ITSd.  This  section  provides,  that  when 
a  judgment  or  decree  is  afGrmed  here,  this  court  is  directed 
to  adjudge  or  decree  to  the  respondent  in  error,  just  damages 
for  his  delay,  and  single  or  double  costs,  at  their  discretion. 
Under  this  law  there  is  no  distinction  made  between  oases  in 
equity,  and  at  law.  In  either  of  them,  the  damages  to  he 
allowed,  in  addition  to  the  amount  found  to  be  due  by  the 
judgment  or  decree  of  the  court  below,  is  confided  to  the 
judicial  discretion  of  this  court.  And  the  17th,  18th,  and 
20th  rules  were  adopted  in  pursuance  of  this  power. 

These  rules  have  been  in  force,  and  acted  on  by  the  court, 
ainoe  180T,  when  the  20th  rule  was  adopted,  until  the  new 
rule  upon  this  subject  was  made  at  the  close  of  the  last  term. 
And  the  change  then  made  was  not  occasioned  by  any  sup- 
posed repugnancy  between  tliem  and  the  act  of  1842.  But 
because  the  court  deemed  it  just  to  place  the  judgments  in 
this  court  upon  the  same  footing  with  the  judgments  in  the 
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circuit  and  district  courts ;  and  that  suitors  in  the  courts  of 
the  United  States,  should  stand  on  the  same  ground  with 
suitors  in  the  State  courts  in  its  appellate,  aa  well  as  in  its 
inferior  tribunals.  In  adopting  the  new  rule  this  court  exer- 
cised the  same  power  which  it  had  exercised  in  adopting  the 
former  rules,  that  is,  the  "discretionary  power  conferred  tiidoq 
by  the  act  of  1789,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned.  '■ 

The  17th  lule  provides,  that  when  a  case  appears  to  be 
brought  merely  for  delay,  damages  shall  be  awarded  at  the 
rate  of  ten  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the  judgment ;  and 
by  the  IStli  rule,  the  damages  are  to  be  at  the  rate  of  six:  per 
cent,  when  it  appeal's  that  there  is  a  real  controversy. 

These  two  rules  were  passed  in  1803.  And  as  some  diffi- 
culty arose  as  to  the  time  for  which  these  damages  were  to 
be  computed,  the  23d  rule  was  afterwards  (1807)  adopted, 
and  provides,  that  the  damages  allowed  hy  the  two  former 
rules  shall  be  calculated  to  the  day  of  the  affirmance  of  the 
judgment  in  this  court. 

The  question  as  to  the  operation  of  the  act  of  1842,  upon 
the  18th  and  20th  rules,  was  brought  to  the  consideration  of 
the  court  at  the  last  term,  in  the  case  of  Mitchell  v.  Harmony. 
The  judgment  brought  up  by  the  writ  of  error,  was  rendered 
in  the  Circuit  Court  of  New  York,  and  was  affirmed  in  this 
court.  The  sum  recovered  was  large,  and  the  interest,  even 
for  a  short  time,  was  therefore  important.  And  the  counsel 
for  Harmony,  the  defendant  in  error,  moved  the  court  to  allow 
him  the  New  York  interest  of  seven  per  cent,  upon  the 
amount  of  the  judgment,  and  that  the  interest  should  run 
until  the  judgment  was  paid.  But  as  the  rules  above  men- 
tioned were  still  in  force,  the  court  held,  that  he  was  entitled 
only  to  six  per  cent.,  to  be  calculated  from  tlie  date  of  the 
judgment  in  the  Circuit  Court,  to  the  day  of  affirmance  here. 

The  case  now  before  us  was  decided  in  the  early  part  of 
the  last  term,  before  the  case  of  MUekell  v.  Harmony,  and 
consequently  falls  within  the  ojieration  of  the  same  rules, 
and  damages  upon  the  affirmance  of  the  decree  must  he  cal- 
culated in  like  manner. 

Indeed,  in  the  New  York  case,  the  claim  for  interest  stood 
on  stronger  ground  than  in  the  present  one,  for  that  was  an 
action  at  law.  The  act  of  1842,  therefore,  applied  to  the 
judgment  in  the  Circuit  Court,  and  it  would  have  carried  the 
State  interest  until  paid,  if  it  had  not  been  brought  here  by 
writ  of  error.  But  this  is  a  decree  in  equity,  and  not  em- 
braced in  the  act  of  1842,  and  according  to  the  settled  chan- 
cery practice,  no  interest  or  damages  could  have  been  levied 
under  process  of  execution,  upon  the  amount  ascertained  to 
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be  due,  and  decreed  to  be  paid,  if  there  had  been  no  appeal ; 
2  Ves-,  157,  168,  n.  1,  Suniii.  Ed. ;  2  Dau.  Ch.  PI.  and  Pr., 
1442,  1487,  1438.  Nor  could  atiy  damages  or  interest  have 
been  given  on  its  affirmance  heie,  but  for  the  discretionary 
power  vested  in  this  court  by  the  act  of  1789.  That  discre- 
,n,.„T  tion,  as  we  have  already  said,  extends  to  'decrees  in 
1  equity,  as  well  as  judgments  at  law.  And  the  rules 
have  always  been  applied  to  both,  unless  otherwise  specially 
ordered. 

It  fullowB,  from  what  we  have  said,  that  the  appellees, 
upon  the  affirmance  of  the  decree,  were  entitled  to  dam^ea 
at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent.,  to  be  calculated  from  the  date  of 
the  decree  to  the  date  of  the  affirmance;  and  to  no  further 
interest  or  damages.  The  decree  was  passed  by  the  Circuit 
Court,  on  the  22d  day  of  May,  1849,  fur  $16,496.61,  aud  waa 
affirmed  in  this  court  on  the  24th  of  December,  1851.  The 
interest  from  the  date  of  the  decree  to  the  time  of  affirm- 
ance in  this  court,  is  92,562.37,  making  together  the  i^^'e- 
gate  aura  of  $19,058.98.  This  amount,  together  with  the 
costs,  is  all  that  the  appellees  weie  entitled  to  recover  under 
the  judgment  and  mandate  of  this  court.  It  appeal's,  how- 
ever, that  the  marshal  has  received,  under  the  process  of 
execution,  $19,500.  in  addition  to  the  costs,  and  paid  it  over 
to  the  solicitor  of  the  apitellees. 

They  have,  therefore,  received  $441.02  more  than  they 
were  entitled,  and  that  sum  must  be  refunded  to  the  appel- 
lant. 

It  is  proper  to  say,  that  the  mandate  in  question  was  in  the 
usual  form,  and  the  same  with  the  mandate  in  Mitchell  v. 
Barmony,  and  indeed  the  same  that  has  been  used  since  the 
adoption  of  the  rules  above  mentioned.  And  it  never  has 
been  supposed  by  this  court  to  sanction  the  collection  of 
State  interest  on  the  judgment;  and  still  leas  the  unprece- 
dented interest  and  damages  claimed  in  this  case,  amounting 
together  to  fourteen  per  cent. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court,  overruling  the  motion  of 
the  appellant,  must  therefore  be  reversed,  and  a  mandate 
issued,  directing  the  court  below  to  enter  the  decree  satisfied, 
and  also  to  order  and  direct  the  appellees  to  repay  to  the 
appellant  the  sum  of  $441.02,  with  the  State  interest  thereon 
of  eight  per  cent,  from  the  time  it  was  received  by  tbeii 
solicitor  from  the  marehal. 
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This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Mississippi,  and  was  argued  by  counsel. 
On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  de- 
creed, that  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  overruling  the 
motion  of  the  appellant  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed, 
with  costs,  and  that  this  cause  he,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
remanded  to  the  said  Circuit  Court,  with  instructions  to  that 
court  to  enter  the  decree  rendered  by  that  court  on  the  22d 
of  May,  A.  D.,  1849,  for  $16,496.61,  with  legal  interest  from 
said  date,  satisfied,  'and  to  order  and  direct  tiie  ap'pel-  (-•0*4 
lees  to  repay  to  the  appellant  the  sum  of  $441.02,  with  '- 
the  State  interest  thereon,  of  eight  per  cent,  from  the  time  it 
was  received  by  their  solicitor  from  the  marshal. 


Benjaudt  D.  Harris,  Plaintiff  in  erbob,  e.  Williaki 
Hardkman,  Hehry  R.  W.  Hill,  Cotesworth  P.  Smith, 
AND  Henry  A.  Moorb. 

A  lUtute  of  MUalieippi  directs  that  where  the  defendant  cannot  be  found,  % 
writ  of  capiai  ad  reiiiondendum  ghall  be  HirvcJ,  by  leHving  a  Copy  thereof 
with  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  or  some  free  white  person  abore  the  age  of 
■ixteen  ye«rg,  tlicn  and  there  being  one  of  the  family  of  the  defendant, 
Hid  fonnd  Ht  his  usual  place  of  abode,  or  leaTJng  a  copy  thereof  at  tame 
public  place,  at  the  dwelling-house  or  otbLT  known  place  of  reiidencc  of 
■nch  defendant,  he  bein);  from  home,  and  no  such  free  white  person  beinj; 
found  there  wiliing  to  receive  the  same. 

The  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  adopted  a  rale  thnt  the  capiat  should 
be  served  pertonsllj,  or,  if  tlie  defendant  be  not  found,  by  learint;  a  copy 
thereof  at  his  or  her  residence,  or  usual  place  of  abode,  at  least  twenty 
days  before  the  return  day  thereof. 

The  manhai  made  the  following  return  to  a  writ  of  capiat :  "  Executed  on 
the  defendant  Hardeman,  by  leaving  a  true  copy  at  his  residence." 

This  service  was  neither  in  conformity  with  the  sfatute  nor  the  rule,' 

Therefore,  when  the  court  irave  judgment,  by  default,  against  Hardeman,  and 
an  execution  was  issued,  upon  which  a  fnrthcominft  bond  was  given,  anil 
another  execution  issued,  and  at  a  subsequent  day  the  court  quashed  tlie 
proceedings,  and  set  aside  the  judgment  by  default,  this  order  was  correct. 

When  the  Judgment  by  default  was  given,  the  court  was  not  in  a  condition  to 
exercise  jurisdictioD  over  the  defendant,  becaiue  tbere  wu  no  Tegular  ser- 
Tlce  of  proceu,  actual  or  constructive.* 

>  Cnrno.   EarU -7.  McVeigh,!  Otto,    v.   Whitman,  18   Wall.,  466.     Citei>. 
6)0.  Habith  V.  F'JgfT.  20  Wall.,  7  ;  Ra,:  ». 

*  FOLLOWBD.     Nationt   v.    JiJmtm,     Noriewirrthy,  23  Id.,  IfW ;  I'enMfier  ». 
24  How.,  206.     RsvuwKV.   ThoMptm    Ntff,  6  Otto,  732. 
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The  CMei  upon  this  point,  e m mined. 

HoreoTer,  when  the  pruceedintiB  were  qnashod,  thej  were  Btill  in  fieri,  and  not 
terminated ;  and  any  iiregularitj'  coold  be  corrected,  on  motion.' 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cii^ 
cuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  tlie  Southern  District  of 
Mississippi. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opliiiou  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Nelson  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
Mr.  Freeman  for  the  defeudant. 

Mr.  Nelson  contended  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
was  erroneous,  and  referred  t«  the  following  authorities. 

To  show  that  the  bond  was  regularly  taken  under  the 
Mississippi  statute.  Hutch.  Code,  910,  Ait.  6,  §  2;  Mow.  & 
Hutch.,  653,  5  73. 

The  ground  of  the  motion  made  by  the  defendants  iu  error, 

in  the  court  below,  was,  that  the  original  judgment  was  void 

ynne-i  for  *want  of  notice  ;  and  that  being  void,  the  process 

-I  issued  upon  it  and  the  bond  takeu  under  that  process, 

were  nullities. 

It  may  be  true  that  the  return  of  the  service  of  notice  was 
insufficient.  Smith  v.  Cohen,  8  How.  (Miss.),  35;  Tomlinton 
V.  ffoyt,  1  Sm.  &  M.  (Miss.),  515 :  Eskridge  v.  Jones,  Id.,  595. 

But  that  was  matter  to  be  considered  and  passed  upon  by 
the  court  rendering  the  judgment.  Fatheree  v.  Long,  5  How. 
(MisB.),  661 ;  Smith  v.  BrMlley,  6  Sm.  &.  M.  (Miss.),  492. 

Besides,  the  defendants  were  estopped,  by  the  execution  of 
the  bond,  from  denying  the  validity  of  the  judgment  and 
the  execution.  Bank  U.  S.v.  Pntfon,  S  How.  (Mias.),200; 
Miller  V.  Patten,  3  Sm.  &  M.  (Miss.),  463;  Keringham  v. 
Seanland,  6  How.  (Miss.),  540;  Field  v.  Morse,  1  Sm.  &  M. 
(Miss.),  347;  Conn  v.  Pender,  2  Id.,  386;  Pender  v.  Felton, 
2  Id,  535 ;  Clowe  v.  Tharpe,  3  Id.,  64 ;  McCmd  v.  Ellet,  8  Id., 
505. 

The  bond  was  regularly  forfeited.  Barker  v.  The  Planters 
Bank,  5  How.  (Miss.),  566 ;  Pvi:kett\.  Graves,  G  Sm.  &  M. 
(Miss.),  384;  TalbeH  v.  Melton,  9  Id.,  9;  Dowd  v.  Hunt,  10 
Id.,  414. 

*  CiTBD.     Florida    v.    Oeiirgla,    17  R.  R.  Co.,0  Fed.  Rep.,  246;  s.  c.  7 

How.,  609.    See  alio   the   following  Sawj.,  401 ;  Pretttm  t.  H'aUli,  10  Fed. 

ease*,  citing  the  principal  caoe.     la-  Rep.,  326;   Tht  Elmim,  16  Id.,  138; 

ttmat.    Grain    Ctiling    Co.   r.    mi,   10  Alhrte  Y.  Johmon,  I  Flipp.,  346;  B.  tf- 

Ben.,96-»8;Sii«tAT.  Toiin  «/ Ontario,  O.R.  R.Co.y.P.  W.  f- Kg.  B.  B.  Co., 

17  Blatchf.,  242;  ITolma  t.  Oregm  #c.  17  W.  Va.,  636. 
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And  the  forfeiture  of  the  bond  extinguished  the  original 
judgnient.  Davis  v.  Dixon,  1  How.  (Miss.),  64  ;  Weattieraby 
V.  Proby,  Id,,  98 ;  Withertpoon  v.  Spring,  8  Id.,  60 ;  Binrtey 
V.  Stanton,  2  Sm.  &  M.  (MIssOt  457. 

Moreover,  the  return  was  in  conformity  with  the  rule  of 
court. 

To  show  the  validity  of  said  rule,  the  plaintiff  in  error  re- 
lied upon  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  24th  September,  1789, 
§  84,  (Laws  U.  S.,  vol.  1,  93) ;  Act  of  2d  March,  1793,  §  7. 
(Laws  U.  S.,  vol.  1,  385) ;  Act  of  19th  May,  (Laws  U.  S.,  v(il. 
4,  279)  ;  Wayman  v.  Southard,  10  Wheat.,  1 ;  Beera  v.  ffa'affk- 
Urn,  9  Pet.,  330,  360,  361 ;  FvUeHon  v.  Bank  U.  S.,  1  Pet., 
612;  Witliamt  v.  Bank  U.  8.,  2  Id.,  96;  Amita  v.  Smith,  16 
Pet.,  808. 

Mr.  Freeman,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Id  thia  case,  a  motion  was  made  in  the  court  below  to  quash 
the  forthcoraiag  bond,  and  vacate  the  original  judgment.  It 
was  austaiiied  upon  the  ground  of  the  judgment  being  a  nul- 
lity, there  having  been  no  service  of  process  upon  HaMeman, 
and  no  appearance  entered  for  him. 

It  will  be  conceded,  that  if  there  be  no  notice,  actual  or 
constructive,  the  judgment  ia  a  nullity.  4  Pet,  474 ;  2  YcKf. 
(Tenn.),  484;  11  Wend.  (N.  T.),  652;  15  Johns.  (N.  Y.), 
141;  1  Sm.  &  M.  (Mias.),  851.  There  was  no  "actual  ser- 
vice "  of  process  on  Hardeman,  as  is  shown  by  the  marshal's 
return.  Did  he  have  constructive  notice?  The  statute 
'of  Missiasippi  provides,  when  the  defendant  is  DOt  r«q(><> 
found,  that  conatrnctive  service  may  be  made,  and  ^ 
points  out  the  mode.  How.  &  Hutch.  Dig.,  583,  §  27. 
The  statute  was  not  complied  with  in  executing  the  writ  in 
this  case.  It  was  aerved  by  leaving  a  copy  at  defendant's 
residence.  And  is  not  even  dated.  In  construing  this  stat- 
ute, the  court  of  last  resort  in  Missiatiippi  have  several  times 
held  such  service  to  be  bad.  As,  for  example,  in  the  case 
of  Smith  V.  Cohen,  (8  How.  (Miss.),  35),  it  is  held  that  a  re- 
turn on  a  writ  "executed  by  leaving  a  copy  at  the  boarding- 
houae  of  the  defendant,"  is  inaufficient.  So,  also,  in  the  case 
of  Fatheree  v.  Lon{i,  (5  How.  (Miss.),  661,)  it  ia  held  that  the 
retnm  "executed  by  leaving  a  copy  at  the  defendant's  house" 
is  bad.  And  the  court  goes  on  to  say,  that  when  the  service 
is  not  personal,  the  return  must  show  that  the  requirements 
of  the  statute  were  complied  with.  A  similiar  exposition 
of  the  statute  was  given  in  the  cases  of  TonUinton  v.  Soyt, 
and  Eekridge  v.  Jones,  1  Sm.  &  M.  (Mibs.),  616  and  696. 

Had  this  motion  been  made  at  t^e  t«rm  next  Buooeediiw 
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that  at  which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  no  one  would 
doulit  Hardeman's  rig)it  to  the  relief  sought  by  it.  Does  the 
giving  and  forfeiture  of  the  forthcoming  bond,  and  the  lapse 
of  time,  bar  his  right? 

It  is  believed  that  if  the  giving  and  forfeiture  of  the  forth- 
coming bond  does  not  bar,  the  inere  lapse  of  time  cannot. 
For  there  is  no  time  limited  by  the  statute  within  which  such 
a  motion  may  be  made.  That  the  giving  and  forfeiture  of 
the  forthcoming  bond  interpose  no  obstacle  to  the  motion,  is 
clear.  It  is  true,  the  court  of  last  resort  in  Mississippi,  has 
frequently  decided  that  a  motion  to  quash  a  forthcoming 
bond,  must  be  made  at  the  term  to  which  it  is  returnable.  6 
How.  (Miss.),  540  ;  1  Sm.  &  M.  (Miss.),  347  ;  Id.,  S86.  Yet 
the  same  court  has  held  that  when  the  judgment  is  abso- 
lutely void  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  rendering  it, 
either  of  the  subject-matter,  or  over  the  parties,  the  forth- 
coming bond  is  absolutely  void  also,  and  subject  to  be 
quashed,  on  motion,  at  any  time,  either  at,  or  subsequent  to 
the  return  term.  Buckinffham  v.  Bailey,  4  Sm.  &  M. 
(Miss.),  638. 

A  stronger  reason  may  be  added  in  this  court.  Here 
the  forthcoming  bond  is  treated  and  considered  as  part 
of  the  process  of  the  court.  16  Pet.,  312,  31S.  In  this 
case,  that  process  is  founded  upon  a  judgment  confessedly 
void.  The  court  can  always  control  its  own  process ;  and 
will  never  permit  void  writs  to  be  issued  and  executed,  when 
brought  to  its  attention.  And  it  can  make  no  difference 
•8871  ^list'*®'  ^^^  effort  to  resist  *the  issuance  and  execu- 
-'  Idon  of  such  process  is  made  within  one,  or  after  a 
lapse  of  ten  years,  from  the  date  of  the  void  judgment. 

A  rule  of  court,  adopted  by  the  District  Judge,  (Judge 
Adams,)  is  relied  on  to  show  that  the  execution  of  the 
process  upon  Hardeman,  was  sufScient.  Upon  this,  I  re- 
mark : 

1.  That  even  if  the  rule  be  valid,  the  service  is  not  good, 
for  it  has  no  date ;  and  it  does  not  appear,  therefore,  that  it 
was  executed  "  fifteen  days  "  before  court,  so  as  to  ^ve  juris- 
diction of  the  person. 

2.  The  District  Judge  has  no  power  to  adopt  such  a  rule. 
16  Pet.,  314.  The  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  should 
therefore  be  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  defendants  in  error  moved  the  Circuit  Court  to  quash 
a  forthcoming  bond,  executed  by  the  defendants  to  the  plain- 
tiff; and  to  set  aside  the  judgment  on  which  the  bond  was 
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founded,  upoii  the  grounds  that  the  forthcoming  bond  was 
taken  in  execution  of  a  judgment  entered  against  the  defend- 
ant Hardeman,  as  by  default,  when  in  truth  there  had  been 
no  service  of  original  or  mesne  process  upon  hiin  to  warrant 
such  a  judgment.  The  facts  and  proceedings  in  this  case,  as 
disclosed  by  tlie  record,  are  as  follow :  The  plaintiff  in  error, 
in  March,  1839,  instituted  in  the  Circuit  Coui-t  an  action  on 
a  promissory  note  against  the  defendant  and  three  others; 
and  upon  the  writ  sued  out  in  that  action,  the  marshal,  on 
the  9th  of  April,  made  a  return  in  these  words  :  "Executed 
on  the  defendant  Hardeman,  by  leaving  a  true  copy  at  his 
residence."  Upon  this  return  of  the  officer,  at  the  next  suc- 
ceeding or  return  term  of  the  court,  in  May,  1839,  a  judg- 
ment by  default  for  want  of  appearance,  was  taken  against 
the  defendant  Hardeman  for  the  amount  of  the  note,  with 
iuterest  aud  costs.  Amongst  other  proceedings  upon  this 
judgment,  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  was  sued  out  in  March,  1840, 
was  levied  on  sundry  slaves,  the  property  of  Hardeman,  and 
the  forthcoming  bond  in  question  executed  by  him  on  the 
20th  of  April,  1840.  In  purauance  of  this  forthcoming  bond 
another  ^ri/aeias  was  sued  out  on  the  11th  of  June,  1840, 
and  upon  this  last  writ  was  indoi-sed  on  the  8th  of  October, 
1840,  a  ceagat  exeeutio  by  the  plaintiffs  attorney. 

By  the  statute  of  Mississippi  regulating  proceedings  in 
courts  of  law,  the  following  modes  for  the  service  of  process 
in  certain  cases,  are  prescribed:  "All  writs  of  %cire  facias 
and  capiat  ad  respondendvm,  where  no  bail  is  required,  may 
be  served  in  the  following  manner:  Where  the  defendant 
cannot  be  found,  it  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  service  of  such 
writ  for  the  sheriff  or  "other  oilicer  to  whom  the  same  rwqoo 
is  directed,  to  leave  a  copy  thereof  with  the  wife  of  >- 
the  defendant  or  some  free  white  person  above  the  age  of 
sixteen  years,  then  and  there  being  one  of  the  &mily  of 
the  defendant,  and  found  at  his  usual  place  of  abode,  or 
to  leave  a  copy  thereof  at  some  public  place  at  the  dwelling- 
house,  or  other  known  place  of  residence  of  such  defendant, 
he  being  from  home,  and  no  such  free  white  person  being 
found  there  willing  to  receive  the  same." 

On  the  18th  of  June,  1888,  the  District  Judge  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Mississippi,  in  the  absence  of  the  circuit 
or  presiding  Judge,  caused  to  be  entered  on  the  minutes  of 
the  Circuit  Court,  as  a  rule  of  proceeding  in  that  court,  an 
order  in  the  following  words,  viz.,  "The  capias  ad  responden- 
dum shall  be  served  by  arresting  the  defendant,  unless  bail 
be  waived ;  or  where  bail  he  waived,  or  a  summons  shall  issue, 
the  same  shall  be  served  personally,  or  if  the  defendant  be  not 
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fouod,  by  leaving  a  copy  thereof  at  his  or  her  residence,  or 
usual  place  of  abode,  »t  least  twenty  days  before  the  return 
day  thereof,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  trial  or  judgment  by 
default  at  the  return  term." 

The  action  in  this  cane  was  commenced  by  a  summons,  and 
the  mamhars  return  of  the  service  of  that  process,  and  the 
judgment  thereu|Hjn  by  default  at  t)ie  return  term,  and  the 
subsequent  prooeeilings  upon  that  judgment,  wei-e  as  have 
been  already  stated. 

Upon  the  application  of  the  defendant  Hardeman,  at  the 
May  term  of  tlie  Circuit  Court,  in  the  year  1850,  until  which 
time  the  proceedings  in  this  c^se  Iiad  been  stayed,  the  court 
quashed  the  forthcoming  bund  and  fieri  facias  sued  out 
thereou,  and  set  aside  the  judgment  purporting  to  be  a  judg- 
ment by  default  against  the  defendant,  as  being  unwarranted 
upon  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  and  therefore  void. 

In  reviewing  the  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court,  it  should 
be  borne  in  mind,  as  a  rule  to  guide  and  control  our  examina- 
tion, that  the  judgment  impugned  before  that  court  was  a 
judgment  by  default,  and  that  in  all  judgments  by  default, 
whatever  may  affect  their  competency  or  regularity,  every 
proceeding  indeed,  from  the  writ  and  indorsements  thereon, 
down  to  the  judgment  itself,  inclusive,  is  part  of  the  record, 
and  is  open  to  examinatiun.  That  such  cases  differ  essentially, 
in  this  respect,  from  those  in  which  there  is  an  appearance 
and  a  corUestatio  litis,  in  which  the  parties  have  elected  the 
grounds  on  which  they  choose  to  place  the  controversy,  ex- 
pr^sly  or  impliedly  wciiving  all  others.  In  support  of  the 
rule  just  stated,  many  authorities  might  be  adduced ;  we  cite 
for  it  the  cases  of  Nadenbush  v.  Lane,  4  Rand.  (Va.),  413, 
and  of  Wainwright  v.  Harper,  3  Leigh  (Va.),  270. 

Within  the  scope  of  this  rule,  two  inquiries  present  them- 
^nnqi  selves  'in  connection  with  the  decision  of  the  Circuit 
J  Court.  The  first  is  this,  whether  the  court  in  which 
the  judgment  by  default  was  taken,  ever  had  jurisdiction  as 
to  the  defendant,  so  as  to  wari'ant  the  judgment  entered 
against  him  by  default.  And  the  second  inquiry  is,  whether, 
upon  the  hypothesis  that  the  court  had  not  jurisdiction  of  the 
person  of  the  defendant,  and  tliat  the  judgment  against  him 
was  not  binding,  it  was  competent  for  the  Circuit  Court,  in 
the  mode  adopted  by  it,  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  and  to 
quash  the  proceedings  consequent  thereupon. 

In  reference  to  the  first  inquiry,  it  would  seem  to  be  a  legal 
truism,  too  palpable  to  be  elucidated  by  argument,  that  no 
person  can  be  bound  by  a  judgment,  or  any  proceeding  con- 
datave  thereto,  to  which  he  never  was  party  or  privy ;  that 
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no  person  can  be  in  defaitlt  with  respect  to  that  which  it 
never  was  incunibent  ujmjii  him  to  fulfil.  The  court  entering 
Biich  judgDieiit  by  default  could  have  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
person  as  to  render  such  personal  judgment,  unless,  by  Bum- 
mons  or  other  j)roces8,  tlie  [>erson  was  legally  before  it.  A 
court  may  be  authorized  tu  exert  its  powers  in  reference 
either  to  peiiions  or  tilings— niiiy  have  jurisdiction  either  in 
penonam,  or  in  rem,  and  the  existence  of  that  jurisdiction,  as 
well  as  the  modes  of  its  exercise,  may  vary  raaterially  in  refer- 
ence to  the  subject-matter  to  which  it  attaches.  Way,  they 
may  be  wholly  inconsistent;  or  at  any  rate,  so  much  so,  as 
not  to  be  blended  or  confounded.  This  distinction  has  been 
recognized  in  a  variety  of  decisions,  in  which  it  has  been  set- 
tled, that  a  judgment  depending  upon  proceedings  tn  per- 
aonam  can  have  no  force  as  to  one  on  whom  there  lias  been 
no  service  of  process,  actual  or  constructive  ;  who  has  had  no 
day  in  court,  and  no  notice  of  any  proceeding  against  him. 
That  with  respect  to  such  a  person,  such  a  judgment  is  abso- 
lutely void  ;  he  is  no  party  to  it,  and  can  no  more  be  regarded 
as  a  party  than  can  any  and  every  other  member  of  the  com- 
munity. As  amply  sustaining  these  conclusions  of  law,  as 
well  as  of  reason  and  common  sense,  we  refer  to  the  following 
decisions.  In  Borden  v.  Fitch,  (16  Johns.,  141,)  Thompson, 
Chief  Justice,  says :  "  To  give  any  binding  effect  to  a  judg- 
ment, it  is  essential  that  the  court  should  have  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  and  the  subject-matter;  and  the  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion is  a  matter  that  may  always  be  set  up  ngainst  a  judgment 
when  sought  to  be  enforced,  or  where  any  benefit  is  claimed 
under  it.  The  want  of  jurisdiction  makes  it  utterly  void  and 
unavailable  for  any  purpose.  The  cases  in  the  English  courts, 
and  in  those  of  our  sister  States,  are  very  strong  to  show  that 
judicial  proceedings  against  a  pei-son  not  served  with  process 
to  appear,  and  not  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
and  not  appearing  in  *person  or  by  attorney,  are  null  i-«o,in 
and  void.  In  Buchanan  v.  Bueker,  (9  East,  192,)  the  *■ 
Court  of  King's  Bench  declared  that  the  law  would  not  raise 
an  assumpsit  upon  a  judgment  obtained  in  the  Island  of  To- 
bago by  default,  when  it  api)eared  ujKni  the  face  of  the  pro- 
ceedings that  the  defendant  was  imt  in  the  island  when  the 
suit  was  commenced,  and  that  he  had  been  summoned  by 
nailing  a  co])y  of  the  declaration  on  the  court-house  door. 
The  court  said  it  would  have  made  no  difference  in  the  case 
if  the  proceedings  bad  been  admitted  to  be  valid  in  the  Island 
ofTobwo,  In  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts,  Chief 
Justice  Parsons,  in  Biggell  v.  Brii/gg,  9  Mass.,  464,  lays  down 
the  principle  very  clearly  and  distinctly,  that  before  the  adop- 
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tioii  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  in  reference 
to  foreign  judgments,  it  was  competent  to  show  that  the  court 
had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause ;  and  if  so,  the  judgment,  if 
set  up  as  a  justification  for  any  act,  would  be  rejected  with- 
out inquiring  into  its-nieiits."  After  citing  a  number  of  cases, 
the  learned  Judge  proceeds  to  say :  "  We  have  refused  to 
sustain  an  action  here  upon  a  judgment  in  another  State, 
where  the  suit  was  commenced  by  attachment,  and  no  per- 
sonal summons  or  actual  notice  given  to  the  defendant,  he 
not  being  at  the  time  of  the  attachment,  within  the  State. 
In  such  cases,  we  have  considered  the  proceedings  as  in  rem, 
and  only  binding  the  goods  attached,  and  the  judgment  hav- 
ing no  force  in  personam.  This  principle  is  not  considered  as 
growing  out  of  any  thing  peculiar  to  proceedings  by  attach- 
ment, but  is  founded  on  more  enlarged  and  general  princi- 
ples." It  is  said  by  the  court,  "  that  to  bind  a  defendant 
personally  by  a  judgment,  when  he  was  never  personally 
summoned,  nor  had  notice  of  the  proceedings,  would  be  con- 
trary to  the  first  principles  of  justice." 

It  is  worthy  of  notice,  in  this  place,  that  the  cases  from  9 
East,  and  9  Massachusetts  Reports,  cited  by  Chief  Justice 
Thompson,  were  not  instances  in  which  the  validity  of  those 
judgments  was  examined  upou  appeal  or  writ  of  error,  but 
were  instances  in  which  that  validity  was  inquired  into  col- 
laterally, before  other  tribunals  in  which  they  were  adduced 
as  evidence  to  sustain  other  issues  there  pending. 

In  the  case  of  Stai-buck  v.  Murray,  5  Wend.  (N.  Y.),  156, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York  say:  "The  courts  of  Con- 
necticut, Pennsylvania,  New  Hampshire,  New  Jersey,  and 
Kentucky,  have  also  decided,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
rendering  a  judgment,  may  be  inquired  into,  when  a  suit  is 
brought  in  the  courts  of  another  State,  on  that  judgment;" 
and,  after  citing  the  cases  of  Thurber  v.  Blackhume,  (1  N.  H., 
246) ;  Benton  v.  Bennot,  (10  Sere.  &  R.  (Pa.)'  240) ;  Aldrech 
V.  Henney,  (4  Conn.,  280);  Curtia  v.  aUbx,  (Pa.,  405.) 
'3411  **''^®y  ^'^y'  "This  (ioctrine  does  not  de{>end  merely 
-'  upon  adjudged  cases;  it  has  a  better  foundation;  it 
rests  upon  a  principle  of  natural  justice.  No  man  is  to  be 
condemned  without  the  opportunity  of  making  a  defence,  or 
to  have  his  property  taken  from  him  by  a  judicial  sentence, 
without  the  privilege  of  showing,  if  he  can,  the  claim  against 
him  to  be  unfounded."  The  court  then  proceed  to  say,  "But 
it  is  contended,  that  if  other  matter  may  be  pleaded  by  the 
defendant,  he  is  estopped  from  asserting  any  thing  against 
the  allegation  contained  in  the  record.  It  imports  perfect 
verity,  it  is  said,  and  the  parties  to  it  cannot  be  heard  to  liu- 
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peach  it.  It  appears  to  me,  that  this  proposition  assumes  the 
very  fact  to  be  established,  which  is  the  only  question  in 
issue.  For  what  purpose  dues  the  defendant  question  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court?  Solely  to  show  that  ita  proceedings 
and  jiidgment  are  void,  and,  therefore,  the  supposed  record 
is,  in  truth,  no  record.  If  the  defendant  had  not  proper 
notice  of,  and  did  not  appear  to,  the  original  action,  all  the 
State  courts,  with  one  exception,  agree  in  opinion,  that  the 
pa|)ev  introduced  as  to  him,  is  no  record,  but,  if  he  cannot 
show,  even  against  the  pretended  record,  that  fact,  on  the 
alleged  giound  of  the  uncontrollable  variety  of  the  record,  he 
is  deprived  of  his  defence,  by  a  process  of  reasoning  that,  to 
my  mind,  is  little  less  than  sophistry.  The  plaintiflH,  in  effect, 
declare  to  the  defendant — the  paper  declared  on  is  a  record, 
because  it  Siiya  you  appeared ;  and  you  appeared,  because  the 
paper  is  a  record.  This  is  reasoning  in  a  circle.  The  appear- 
ance makes  the  record  uncontrollable  verity,  and  the  record 
makes  the  appearance  an  unimpeachable  fact.  Unless  a  court 
has  jurisdiction,  it  can  never  make  a  record  which  imports 
uncontrolhible  verity  to  the  party  over  whom  it  has  usurped 
jurisdiction,  and  he  ought  not,  therefore,  to  be  estopped  from 
proving  any  fact  which  goes  to  establisli  the  truth  of  a  plea 
alleging  the  want  of  jurisdiction." 

By  tne  same  court,  this  doctrine  is  affirmed,  in  the  case  of 
Solbrook  V.  Murray,  6  Wend.  (N.  Y.),  161.  In  the  case  of 
Denning  v.  Corwin  S  Roberta,  11  Wend.  (N.  Y.),  G48,  it  was 
ruled,  "  That  a  judgment  in  partition,  under  the  statute, 
where  part  of  the  premises  belonged  to  owners  unknown,  was 
not  valid,  unless  it  appear,  upon  the  &ce  of  the  record,  that 
the  affidavit  required  by  the  statute,  that  the  petitioner,  or 
plaintiff  in  partition,  is  ignorant  of  the  names,  rights,  or  titles 
of  such  owners,  was  duly  presented  to  the  court,  and  that 
the  notice,  also,  required  in  such  cases,  was  duly  published." 
And  Chief  Justice  Savage,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  said :  "  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is  contended  that 
the  judgment  in  partition  is  void,  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in 
the  court,  the  requirements  of  the  statute  not  having  been 
complied  with ;  and,  on  the  part  of  the  "defendants,  it  raojo 
is  insisted  that  it  is  conclusive  until  reversed  or  set  '■ 
aside,  that  it  cannot  be  attacked  collaterally,  and  that  the 
defendants,  being  bond  fide  purchasers,  am  entitled  to  protec- 
tion. That  a  judgment  is  conclusive  upon  parties  and  privies, 
is  a  proposition  not  to  be  denied;  but  if  a  court  has  acted 
without  jurisdiction,  the  proceeding  is  void,  and  if  this  appear 
on  the  face  of  the  record,  the  whole  is  a  nullity."  After 
quoting  the  opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Thompson,  in  Borden  v. 
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Fitch,  15  Johns.  (N.  Y.),  121,  Chief  Justice  Savage  goes  on 
to  Bay :  *'  With  res{iect  to  the  proceedings  in  paitition,  now 
the  subject  of  coiiBideratloii,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
court,  in  which  tlie  judgiueiit  was  rendered,  had  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject  of  partition :  but,  to  authorize  a  judgraent  of 
partition,  the  parties  must  be  before  the  court,  or  it  must  be 
shown  to  the  court  that  some  of  them  are  unknown ;  and  this 
must  appear  by  the  record,  where  the  proceeding  is  against 
owners  unknown  ;  it  is  a  proceeding  in  rem,  and  nothing  is 
to  be  taken  by  intendment.  There  is  avowedly  nothing  like 
personal  notice  to  the  parties  interested  as  defendants;  they 
are  not  even  named ;  and  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  depends 
entirely  upon  the  fact,  to  be  proved  by  afBdavit,  that  the 
owners  are  unknown."  The  Chief  Justice,  after  showing  the 
insufficiency,  by  proof  of  the  affidavit,  according  to  the  requi- 
sition of  the  statute,  says:  "The  record  then  states,  that  at 
a  subsequent  day  the  plaintiffs  appear,  by  their  attorney,  and 
the  parties  unknown  being  solemnly  demanded,  come  not, 
but  make  default.  The  statute  gives  the  court  no  jurisdictiou 
to  take  any  steps  agiunst  unknown  owners,  until  notice  has 
been  published  according  to  the  statute.  Should  not  the 
record,  therefore,  show  that  it  had  been  made  to  appear  to 
the  court,  by  affidavit,  that  the  owners  were  unknown  to  the 
plaintiffs,  and  that  such  notice  as  tlie  st-utute  requires,  had 
actually  been  given?  Suppose  a  judgment  record  is  pro- 
duced, in  which  the  plaintin  declares  ui)on  a  promissory  note, 
and  the  record  does  not  show  that  the  defendant  is  in  custody, 
or  has  been  served  with  process,  and  yet  the  court  render 
judgment  by  default,  would  not  such  a  record  be  an  absolute 
nullity?"  In  the  case  of  Wihon  et  al.  v.  The  Bank  of  Mount 
Pleasant,  repotted  in  the  6th  of  Leigh  (Va.),  Tucker,  Presi- 
dent of  the  court,  thus  announces  the  Inw:  "This  is  an  action 
upon  a  judgment  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  which,  it  is  contended, 
is  conclusive  in  the  courts  of  Virginia,  upon  the  principles  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  Unite<l  States.  It  is  uiniecessary, 
in  this  case,  to  go  into  the  question  of  the  construction  of 
that  clause  of  the  federal  compact  which  relates  to  the 
effect  of  judicial  proceedings  of  the  several  States  in  other 
States,  for  it  seems  to  be  ^reed,  on  all  hands,  that  the 
doctrine  of  the  conclusiveness  of  the  judgments  of  the  sev- 
*^4S1  ^^  'States,  is  to  be  taken  with  the  qualification,  that, 
J  where  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter,  or  the  person,  or  where  the  defendant  has  no  notice 
of  this  suit,  or  was  never  served  with  process,  and  never  ap- 
peared to  the  action,  the  judgment  will  be  esteemed  of  no 
validity."     With  this  doctrine  entirely  agrees  another  doo- 
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triiie  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Vii^nia,  in  the  case  of  Wynn 
V.  Wyat^»  Adm  r,  11  Leigh  (Vii.),  584,  in  which  last  case  the 
court  say,  "That  the  appearance  of  the  defendant,  in  term, 
and  his  motion  to  quash  the  attachment  irregularly  issued, 
and  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  at  the  rules,  founded  upon 
it,  was  not  an  appearance  to  the  action,  dispensing  with 
fttrtlier  and  proi)er  process ;  that  the  award  of  the  alias  sum- 
mons was  proper  and  necessary  ;  and  that  the  proceedings  on 
that  suhsequent  process  ciiimot  be  sustained,  since,  confess- 
edly, it  was  not  duly  served,"  But  the  decision  which  should 
be  decisive  upon  the  question  now  before  us,  is  a  decision  of 
this  court,  in  the  case  of  lloUingsworth  v.  Barbovr  et  al.,  in 
the  4th  of  Peters,  p.  466.  That  was  a  case  exhibiting  the 
following  features.  A  title  had  been  made  to  land,  by  deed 
from  a  Commissioner,  acting  under  a  decree  in  Chancery,  in 
the  State  Court  in  Kentucky,  in  which  the  "  unknown  heirs  " 
of  a  jiei-son  from  whom  title  was  deduced,  were  made  defend- 
ants, and  the  decree,  as  against  those  heirs,  was  taken  by  de- 
fault, after  order  of  publication.  The  grantee  of  the  Com- 
missioner filed  his  bill,  to  obtain  possession  of  the  lands, 
gainst  various  persons  who  had  taken  posseesion  thereof. 
■Rie  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  dismissed  the  bill, 
upon  the  grounds  that,  at  the  date  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
State  Court  (under  which  tlie  conveyance  of  the  Commissioner 
purported  to  have  been  made),  there  was  no  law  of  the  State 
authorizing  those  proceedings  against  the  unknown  heirs  of 
the  original  owner  of  the  land,  and  the  decree  taken  upon 
those  proceedings,  by  default  against  them,  and,  as  they  never 
had  personal  notice  of  the  suit,  the  decree  by  default  and  the 
title  made  by  the  Commissioner,  were  null,  as  respected  either 
those  heirs,  or  the  persons  in  possessi'm  of  the  lands.  The 
very  lucid  argument  of  Mr.  Justice  Trimble,  in  the  Circuit 
Court,  which  was  adopted  literally  and  in  extertto,  by  this 
court,  is  too  long  for  insertion  here,  but  one  or  two  of  the 
conclusions  reached  by  him,  and  affirmed  by  this  court.,  in  the 
words  of  that  Judge,  may  he  noticed.  "  The  principle,"  said 
that  Judge,  and  said  this  court  in  confirmation,  "is  too  well 
settled,  and  too  plain  to  be  controverted,  that  a  judgment  or 
decree,  pronounced  by  a  competent  tribunal,  t^inst  a  party 
having  actual,  or  constructive  notice,  of  the  pending  of  the 
suit,  is  to  be  regarded  by  every  other  coordinate  tribunal,  and 
that,  if  the  jiidginont  or  decree  be  "erroneous,  the  error  r»Q44 
can  he  correcte<l  only  hy  a  supreme  appellate  tribunal.  '■ 
The  leading  distinction  is  between  judgments  and  decrees 
merely  void,  and  such  ns  are  voidable  only.  The  former  are 
binding  nowhere,  the  latter  everywhere,  until  mversed  by  ft 
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superior  authority.  The  Buit  Hud  decree  are  against  the  un- 
known heirs  of  Joha  Abel  Hambliu.  Instead  of  persoual  sei^ 
vice  of  process  upon  the  defendants  in  the  suit,  an  order  of 
publication  was  made  ^aiiittt  them  ;  and,  upon  a  certificate  of 
the  publication  of  this  order,  fur  eight  weeks,  in  an  unauthor^ 
ized  newspaper,  being  produced  and  filed  in  the  cause,  the  bill 
was  taken  pro  covfe»»o,  and,  at  the  next  succeeding  term,  the 
final  decree  was  entered,  duecting  the  conveyance  of  the  land 
to  the  complainant.  Again,  that  Judge  and  this  court  speak- 
ing through  him,  say :  "  It  would  seein  that  the  coui-t  acted 
without  authority,  and  that  the  decree  is  void,  for  want  of 
jurisdictiou  in  the  court.  But  if  not  void  as  being  coram  non 
judice,  it  is  void  and  wholly  ineffectual  to  hind  or  prejudice 
the  rights  of  Hamlin's  heirs,  against  whom  the  decree  was 
rendered,  because  they  had  no  notice,  either  actual  or  con- 
structive. The  principle  of  the  rule,  that  decrees  and  judg^ 
ments  bind  only  parties  and  privies,  applies  to  the  case ;  for, 
though  the  unknown  heirs  of  Hamlin  are  aflected  to  he  made 
parties  in  the  bill,  there  was  no  service  of  process,  nor  any 
equivalent,  to  bring  them  before  the  court,  so  as  to  make 
them,  in  the  eye  of  the  law  and  justice,  parties  to  the  suit." 
Here,  again,  it  should  be  borne  in  mind,  that  this  is  not  as 
instance  of  reversal  by  an  appellate  tribunal,  for  error  or  ir- 
regularity in  an  inferior  court,  but  a  test,  collaterally  applied 
by  an  independent  authority,  to  the  character  of  proce^mgs, 
as  void  or  voidable  in  their  nature. 

At  this  point  it  is  proper  to  advert  to  the  character  and 
effect  of  the  process  in  the  suit  of  Harris  and  Hardeman,  as 
constituting  service  upon  the  defendants  in  that  suit,  and 
thereby  investing  the  court  with  jurisdiction  over  their  rights. 
If  the  rule  prescribed  by  the  statute  of  Mississippi,  already 
referred  to,  is  to  govern  in  this  case,  it  is  presumed  that  a 
doubt  will,  or  can  hardly  be  raised  as  to  the  insufficiency  of 
the  service,  as  there  are  not  less  than  three  instances  in  which 
the  requisites  of  the  statute  have  not  been  complied  with.  In 
the  first  place,  it  is  not  shown,  by  the  return,  that  the  de- 
fendant could  not  be  found,  which  should  have  been  shown, 
in  order  to  justify  the  substitution  of  any  other  in  lieu  of 
personal  service.  Secondly,  it  is  not  shown  that  a  copy  of 
the  process  was  left,  either  with  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  or 
with  some  other  free  white  person  above  the  age  of  sixteen 
years,  being  one  of  the  family  of  the  defendant.  Thirdly,  it 
18  not  stated  or  proved  that  a  copy  was  left  at  some  pubho 
,(,.(--,  place  of  the  dwelling-house  of  the  defendant,  "he  being 
J  from  home,  and  no  free  white  person,  as  above  de- 
scribed, being  found  there,  willing  to  receive  the  process. 
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But  it  has  been  contended,  that  by  a  rule  adopted  by  the 
Jud^e  of  the  District  Court,  a  mode  for  the  service  of  [irocess 
has  been  prescribed,  difTeriug  from  that  ordaiued  by  the  stat- 
ute of  Mississippi,  and  dispensing  with  several  of  the  requisites 
insisted  on  by  the  statute,  and  that  the  service  in  the  suit  ir. 
the  Circuit  Court  was  in  conformity  with  the  rule  of  the  Dis- 
trict Judge.  Forbearing,  for  the  present,  any  inquiiy  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  mle  made  by  the  District  Judge,  under 
tlie  decision  of  this  court,  in  the  case  of  Amis  v.  Smith,  16 
Pet.,  303,  we  proceed  to  aimpare  the  proof  of  sei'vice  as  ap- 
parent upon  the  return  of  the  marshal,  with  the  requirements 
of  the  rule  in  question.  This  rule  has  been  already  quoted. 
The  return  of  the  marshal  has  also  been  given  totidem  verhii. 
It  will  be  seen  that  the  reason  assigned  ni  the  rule,  as  form- 
iiig  the  justification  for  dispensing  with  personal  service,  is 
not  stated  in  the  return  of  the  officer,  and  there  is  an  entire 
omission  to  give  the  date  or  time  preceding  the  term  of  the 
court  to  which  the  process  was  returnable,  so  as  to  show  that 
the  plaintiff  was  authorized  to  take  a  judgment  by  default, 
in  virtue  of  a  legal  constructive  notice,  and  a  failure  of  ap- 
pearance. Whether,  therefore,  the  statute  of  Mississippi,  or 
the  rule  made  by  the  District  Judge,  be  regarded  as  opera- 
tive, there  was,  in  the  suit  in  the  Circuit  Court,  neither  notice 
by  personal  service  of  process,  nor  notice  by  legal  conatiuo- 
tion.  The  judgment  by  default,  therefore,  must  be  regarded 
as  obnoxious  to  every  impeachment  of  its  efficacy  which  can 
flow  from  its  having  been  entered  against  one  who  was  never 
a  party  in  court,  with  respect  to  the  proceedings  upon  which 
that  judgment  was  taken.  But  theie  is  another  view  of  the 
questions  raised  in  this  cause,  which  is  equally,  or  even  more 
conclusive  in  favor  of  the  decision  now  under  review.  At  the 
time  of  the  motion  to  the  Circuit  C<jurt  to  quash  the  forth- 
coming bond  and  to  set  aside  the  judgment  by  default,  that 
judgment  was  slill  unsatisfied,  and  was  in  tlie  progress  of 
execution,  and  the  forthcoming  bond,  filed  in  the  clerk's  of- 
fice, according  to  the  laws  of  the  State,  was  properly  a  part 
of  the  process  of  execution,  the  fifri  facias  being  sued  out 
therein  from  the  office  without  any  order  of  the  court.  The 
proceedings  then,  still  being  as  it  were  in  fieri,  and  not  termi- 
nated, it  was  competent  for  the  court  to  rectify  any  irregu- 
larity which  might  have  occurred  in  the  progress  of  the  cause, 
and  to  do  this  either  by  writ  of  error  coram  vobis,  or  by  audita 
querela  if  the  ]»artj'  choose  to  resort  to  the  latter  mode.  If 
this  position  be  maintainable,  then,  there  would  seem  to  be 
an  entire  removal  of  all  cxcei>tion  to  the  judgment  of  ■-•045 
the  Circuit  Court,  "as  it  is  believed  to  be  the  settled  *■ 
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superior  authority.  The  suit  imd  de  .  ^  irhich  irregularities 
known  heirs  of  John  Abel  HaraW  ^^'t  oi  error  coram  vohii 
vice  of  process  upon  the  defe*"  .'j^-f^y  be  effected  by  motion 
publication  waa  made  aga'*  ■ -■■1'r^^ple,  more  expeditious,  and 
the  publication  of  thif  .  •v'-'^'^fj^se.  In  this  case  the  cause 
ized  newspaper,  beir  ,\';!*i^3  eorrectioD  of  the  court,  for 
wns  taken  fro  cor  ;,^'^,tV'Muei'  *'"^  ^^^  supervision  of  its 
final  decree  wi>  .  ■f'^'ii^'^e^se  of  this  function,  it  was  coin- 
to  the  comp'  ,'■  ■J^-^i^'K^upon  the  entire  progress  of  the  case, 
iiig  throur  '",- '^'^  ■*(!!rf.*^;seraenta  thereon,  under  the  rule 
without  ."  -n'  .n'    I  mi     .  _-._ji 1_   i___    i_*_..ii    — J 

jurisd* 

jud'  */?'^f"^^^'^'je8S  show  of  objection  tu  aucu  iu;uuu, 

^^  C^'*^*  ''^coort,  as  it  affects  the  righta  of  no  thurd 


.^rs 


.i''fi-j-''-fi^  fLble  to  judgments  by  default,  and  to 

/■■■I'/*' ^#^ 'f^ties  which  might  be  detected.     In  the 

<jr'^f  ii^^  leas  show  of  objection  to  such  action, 

^i  ^coort,  as  it  affects  the  rights  of  no  thurd 

fL^lted  in  its  consequences  to  the  i)ai'tie3to  the 

or  order  ^^  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  be 


tice  McLEAN,  Mr.  Justice  WAYNE,  and  Mr. 

QHi'^^  ORDBK. 

.  ^ase  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
'^Irom  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
rpc'^j.n  District  of  Mississippi,  and  was  argued  by  counsel. 
S<"'*7j^deration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ortlered  and  adjudged 
this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  Circuit  Court,  on 
^  motion  to  quash  the  forth  coming  bond  and  to  set  aside 
2b  origi"*'  judgment  as  set  forth  in  the  record  of  this  cause, 
Lg  sud  the  some  is  hereby,  affirmed  with  costs. 


KATHANUU.  HutT  and  JahB»  BlAHDIK,  ADHUnSTRATOBS, 
Am  AMD  THB  SAID  JaHBB  Bi^ANDIN,  WtLLlAM  M.  Hui>- 
8QN,    AMD    JOSKPHINS,    Ulfi    WIFK,     HBIBS    OF    AnTOINB 

Bu.HDtM;  DBOKASBD,  AHi>  Elisha  M.   Prask.   Apprl- 

LAMTS,  9.  GbOROB   S.    HamMBKIM,   AKD   ADB1.A1DB   Ma- 
TlUtA,  HIS  WIFS. 

W1k>k  ■  title  to  land  in  the  State  of  CoBhoila  and  Tern  wu  obtained  in 
■.■<;>.t,  bj  a  nother  for,  and  in  tbe  name  of  her  daoghier,  and,  in  1836,  the 
father  of  tbe  dangfat«r  conrered  it  away  lir  a  derd  eiecDtcd  in  Loiiwana, 
Ihi!  ileed  *a*  proprrlj  let  adde  by  the  DHtriol  Court  of  Tpiaa. 

Il  waa  not  execuinl  either  accoiding  to  ttae  Utn  of  Ijoaiaiana.  eg  iteaarf 
Coahotla  and  Tesaa. 
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Mr.  Justice  Owrtis  was  neceeearily  absent  when  this  oase 
was  considered  and  decided. 

"This  was  an  appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  |-«o47 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Texas.  *■ 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  argned  by  Mr.  Allen,  for  the  appellant,  with  whom 
was  Mr.  Hede,  and  by  Mr.  Sughet,  for  the  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  in  Chancery,  from  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Texas. 

The  bill  alleges,  that  the  States  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  on 
the  28d  of  November,  1833,  granted  eleven  leagues  of  land, 
on  the  River  Navasota,  in  the  department  of  Nacogdoches, 
and  of  the  value  of  fifty  thousand  dollars,  to  Adelaide  Matilda 
Mexia ;  that  on  the  10th  of  February,  1836,  her  father,  Anto- 
nio Mexia,  upon  some  supposed  necessity  of  having  the  legal 
title  vested  in  a  citizen  of  said  State,  and  without  considera- 
tion, sold  and  conveyed  the  land  to  John  A.  Merle,  by  au- 
thentic act  before  a  notary  public  of  Louisiana,  and  not 
according  to  any  law  in  Texas,  or  in  the  State  of  Coahuila 
and  Texas ;  and  that  the  said  Merle,  by  a  like  authentic  act, 
declared  that  the  said  land  was  purchased  by  him  with  the 
funds  of  Antonio  Blandin ;  that  the  said  Antonio  died  intes- 
tate; that  Nathaniel  Hoyt  and  James  Blandin  have  been 
appointed  administrators  of  his  succession,  and  that  Josephine 
Hudson  and  James  Blandin  are  his  heirs  at  law ;  that  the  said 
Adelaide  Matilda  owns  the  same  in  her  own  right,  but  that 
the  administrators  and  heirs  of  Blandin  claim  the  same  by 
descent. 

An  amended  bill  represents,  that  Antonio  Blandin,  ancestor 
of  defendants,  before  his  death,  in  order  to  carry  out  the  trust 
created  by  the  sale  to  him,  and  to  prevent  the  land  from  being 
subject  to  his  debts,  and  that  the  title  might  be  vested  in  a 
resident  of  Texas,  he  expecting  to  be  absent,  without  consid- 
eration or  consent  of  complamants,  conveyed  all  his  right 
and  interest  in  the  land  to  Elisha  M.  Pease ;  that  by  reason 
of  this  conveyance,  the  land  did  not  descend  to  the  heirs  of 
Blandin,  but  the  title  remains  in  Pease,  who  holds  the  same 
for  the  benefit  of  the  complainants;  that  he  does  not  claim 
title  for  his  own  benefit,  but  for  the  benefit  of  those  for  whom 
the  trust  was  created.  And  the  complainants  pray  that  Pease 
may  be  made  a  party;  and  that  the  sale  by  Antonio  Mexia 
be  declared  void,  or  that  the  heirs  of  Blandin  may  be  held 
trustees,  &c.,  and  compelled  to  convey,  &c 
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modem  practice,  that  in  all  iDBtances  in  which  irregularities 
could  formerly  be  corrected  upon  a  writ  of  error  coram  vobii 
or  audita  querela,  the  same  objects  may  be  effected  by  motion 
to  the  court,  as  a  mode  more  simple,  more  expeditious,  and 
less  fruitful  of  difficulty  and  expense.  In  this  case  the  cause 
was  still  under  the  control  and  correction  of  the  court,  for 
the  enforcement  of  its  judgment  and  the  supervision  of  its 
own  process,  and  in  the  exercise  of  this  function,  it  was  com- 
petent for  it  to  look  back  upon  the  entire  progress  of  the  case, 
up  to  the  writ  and  indoraementa  thereon,  under  the  rule  al- 
ready stated,  as  applicable  to  judgments  by  default,  and  to 
correct  any  irregularities  whicn  might  be  detected.  In  the 
present  case  there  is  less  show  of  objection  to  such  action, 
on  the  part  of  the  court,  as  it  affects  the  rights  of  no  third 
parties,  out  is  limited  in  its  consequences  to  the  j>ai'tie3  to  the 
suit  only.  We  order  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  be 
affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN,  Mr.  Justice  WAYNE,  and  Hr. 
GRIER,  dissented. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Mississippi,  and  was  argued  by  counsel. 
On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  unlered  and  adjudged 
by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  sai<l  Circuit  Court,  on 
the  motion  to  quash  the  forthcoming  bond  and  to  set  aside 
the  original  judgment  as  set  forth  in  the  record  of  this  cause, 
be  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed  with  costs. 


Nathaniel  Hott  and  Jahbs  Blamdin,  Adhinisthatobs, 

&a,  AND  TUB  SAID  JaMES  Blandin,  WilLIAH  M.  HUD- 
SON,   AND    J08EPHLN2,    HIS    WIFE,    HBIB8    OF    ANTOIME 

Blandin,  dbobasbd,  and  Elisha  M.  Prarr.  Appel- 
lahts,  v.  Georob  S.  Hamhekin,  and  Adelaide  Ma- 
tuj>a,  his  wife. 
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Mr.  Justice  Ourtia  was  necessaiily  absent  when  this  case 
was  considered  nnd  decided. 

*Thi8  was  an  appeal  from  the  District  Court  ol  the  r*rM7 
United  States  for  the  Diatrict  of  Texas.  L  *"' 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Allen,  for  the  appellant,  with  whom 
was  Mr.  Male,  and  by  Mr.  Huffhet,  for  the  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  conrt. 

This  is  an  appeal  in  Chancery,  from  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Texas. 

The  bill  alleges,  that  the  States  of  Coaliuila  and  Texas,  on 
the  2Sd  of  November,  1833,  granted  eleven  leagues  of  land, 
on  the  River  Navasota,  in  the  department  of  Nacogdoches, 
and  of  the  value  of  fifty  thousand  dollars,  to  Adelaide  Matilda 
Mexia ;  that  on  the  10th  of  February,  18S6,  her  father,  Anto- 
nio Mexia,  upon  some  supposed  necessity  of  having  the  legal 
title  vested  in  a  citizen  ol  said  State,  and  without  considera- 
tion, sold  and  conveyed  the  land  to  John  A.  Merle,  by  au- 
thentic act  before  a  notary  public  of  Louisiana,  and  not 
according  to  any  law  in  Texas,  or  in  the  State  of  Coahuila 
and  Texas ;  and  that  the  said  Merle,  by  a  like  authentic  act, 
declared  that  the  said  land  was  purchased  by  him  with  the 
funds  of  Antonio  Blandin  ;  that  the  said  Antonio  died  intes- 
tate; that  Nathaniel  Hoyt  and  James  Blandin  have  been 
appointed  administrators  of  his  succession,  and  that  Josephine 
Hudson  and  James  Blandin  are  his  heirs  at  law ;  that  the  said 
Adelaide  Matilda  owns  the  same  in  her  own  right,  but  that 
the  administrators  and  heirs  of  Blandin  claim  tiie  same  by 
descent. 

An  amended  bill  represents,  that  Antonio  Blandin,  ancestor 
of  defendants,  before  his  death,  in  order  to  carry  out  the  trust 
created  by  the  sale  to  him,  and  to  prevent  the  land  from  being 
subject  to  his  debts,  and  that  the  title  might  be  vested  in  a 
resident  of  Texas,  he  expecting  to  be  absent,  without  consid- 
eration or  consent  of  complainants,  conveyed  all  his  right 
and  interest  in  the  land  to  Elisha  M.  Pease ;  that  by  reason 
of  this  conveyance,  the  land  did  not  descend  to  the  heirs  of 
Blandin,  but  the  title  remains  in  Pease,  who  holds  the  same 
for  the  benefit  of  the  complainants ;  that  he  does  not  claim 
title  for  his  own  benefit,  but  for  the  benefit  of  those  for  whom 
the  trust  was  created.  And  the  complainants  pray  that  Pease 
may  be  made  a  party ;  and  that  the  sale  by  Antonio  Mexia 
be  declared  void,  or  that  the  heirs  of  Blandin  may  be  held 
trustees,  &o.,  and  compelled  to  convey,  Sbo. 
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The  heirs  of  Blandin  plead  in  bar  to  so  rouch  of  the  bill  as 
alleges  tlie  grant  of  the  land  to  the  said  Adelaide  Matilda, 
and  a  subsisting  title  in  her,  and  seeks  special  or  general 
relief.  They  allege  that,  in  pursuance  of  a  petition,  bearing 
,n  .Q-.  date  the  27th  of  'January,  1830,  presented  to  the  Gov- 
J  eriior  of  the  State  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  by,  and  in 
behalf  of  one  Pedro  Varela,  a  grant  by  way  of  sale,  in  con- 
formity with  the  24th  article  of  the  colonization  law  of  the 
24th  of  March,  1825,  was  made  to  him,  by  the  said  Governor, 
of  eleven  leagues  of  land  in  the  vacant  lands  of  said  Stat«. 
That  oil  the  29th  of  March,  1832,  said  Varela,  by  notarial  act, 
in  the  city  of  Mexico,  sold  and  transferred  said  land  to  one 
Charlotte  Walker,  wife  of  said  Mexia,  for  the  use  of  their 
daughter,  the  said  Adelaide  Matilda,  then  a  minor,  unmarried, 
and  subject  to  the  power  of  her  father ;  in  order  that  she 
might  enjoy  or  alienate  said  land,  as  absolute  proprietress  of 
the  same ,  that  by  said  act  she  became  bound  to  pay  to  the 
government  of  said  State,  the  value  of  the  land,  according  to 
the  colonization  law;  that  the  sale  and  transfer  were  founded 
upon  a  valuable  consideration  in  money,  paid  by  Mexia  to 
Varela;  that  said  act  was  executed  by  Charlotte,  wife  of 
Mexia,  acting  for  her  husband,  and  in  his  absence,  by  virtue 
of  the  power  granted  to  her,  according  to  the  laws  of  Mexico, 
by  Alexander  Alvarez  Guitian,  second  constitutional  Aicade 
of  the  City  of  Mexico,  on  the  10th  of  March,  1832;  and  that 
Mexia  thereby  became  entitled  to  all  the  benefits  of  said  act, 
and  was  bound  by  the  same. 

That  on  the  23d  of  November,  1833,  a  survey  having  first 
been  made,  a  title  of  possession  of  the  land  was  made  by  the 
Commissioner,  Vincente  Aldreto,  to  said  Adelaide  Matilda; 
and  that,  on  the  10th  of  February,  1836,  said  Adelaide  Matilda 
'  remaining  unmarried,  and  subject  to  Mexia,  her  father,  he,  by 
a  notarial  act,  at  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  granted,  sold,  and 
transferred  the  laud,  with  the  consent  ana  authorization  of 
his  said  wife,  to  said  John  A.  Merle,  then  acting  as  a  trustee 
for  Antonio  Blandin,  for  the  consideration  of  $7,306.25  then 
paid  to  said  Mexia  by  Merle,  out  of  the  funds  of  Blandin,  in 
his  possession.  Other  parts  of  the  bill  were  denied  in  the 
plea. 

The  answer  of  Pease  admits  that,  some  time  in  1838,  Anto- 
nio Blandin  called  upon  him  and  stated,  that  he  held  the  title 
to  three  eleven  league  gmnts  in  Texas,  one,  as  he  believes, 
the  grant  in  controversy ;  that  said  land  had  been  conveyed 
to  him  by  the  owners,  in  order  that  he,  as  a  resident  of  Texas, 
might  hold  the  same  for  their  benefit,  &c. 

The  other  defendants  admit  the  conveyances  alleged  in 
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the  bill,  but  do  not  admit  the  trust  in  their  ancestor,  aud 
they  allege  as  a  reason  for  his  conveyance  to  Pease,  that  he 
was  embarrassed,  and  was  apprehensive  his  creditors  would 
subject  the  land  to  the  payment  of  his  debts.  The  land,  they 
assert,  was  conveyed  in  trust  to  Pease,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
wife  and  children  of  Blandin. 

A  demurrer  was  filed  to  the  amended  bill,  which  was 
properly  "overruled  by  the  District  Court.  The  case  r.ojq 
must  be  examined  here  on  its  merits.  ^ 

The  purchase  from  Varela  was  made  by  Mrs.  Alexia,  for 
the  benefit  of  her  daughter,  Adelaide  Matilda.  It  was  a  con. 
cession  to  be  located  upon  the  unappropriated  lands  of  the 
State.  After  the  location  and  survey  were  made,  the  title 
of  ])OS3ession  issued  to  Adelaide  Matilda. 

The  69th  law  of  Toro  provides,  when  the  husband  shall  be 
absent,  and  no  present  prospect  of  his  return,  or  where  there 
be  danger  by  reason  of  delay,  the  Justice,  with  a  knowledge 
of  the  cause,  being  legitimate,  or  necessary,  or  profitable  to 
the  wife,  may  give  the  license  to  the  wife,  which  the  husband 
might  give,  which  thus  given,  shall  be  as  good  as  if  given  by 
the  husDand.  3  Novisima  Recop.,  404.  A  license  thus  given 
by  the  Judge,  in  consequence  of  the  absence  of  the  husband, 
does  not  authorize  the  wife  to  bind  the  husband,  nor  docs  it 
apjiear  that  she  pretended  to  do  so,  in  the  purchase  from 
Varela.  Frnm  the  conveyance,  it  sufficiently  appears  that 
this  property  did  not  become  a  part  of  the  community  prop- 
erty of  husband  and  wife. 

The  conveyance  of  the  land  by  Mexia  to  Merle,  as  trustee 
for  Blandin,  for  the  consideration  of  $7,806.25  expressed, 
does  not  contain  the  necessaiy  formula  for  a  transfer  of  title, 
under  the  laws  of  Louisiana.  But  those  laws  do  not  govern 
the  right  of  Mexia  to  make  the  conveyance,  or  to  make  it  in 
the  form  in  which  it  was  executed. 

To  show  that  this  act  was  done  by  Mexia,  with  the  consent 
of  his  wife,  a  letter  of  hers  is  appended  to  the  transaction,  and 
a  part  of  it  embodied  in  the  conveyance.  This  letter  bears 
date  of  November  Ist,  1836,  while  the  authentic  act  in  which 
it  is  incorporated,  is  dated  the  10th  of  February,  1836.  It  is 
not  readily  perceived  how  a  letter,  dated  10  months  after  the 
conveyance,  could  constitute  a  part  of  it.  From  the  instru- 
ment, it  appears  that  Merle  was  a  purchaser  for  himself,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  when  it  is  admitted  that  he  purchased  as 
the  trustee  of  Blandin,  and  with  his  money. 

But  the  facts  in  the  case  show  that  no  money  was  paid  on 
the  purchase.  The  Hon.  P.  SouJiJ  says,  the  sale  was  made  by 
General  Mexia  to  John  A.  Merle,  without  consideration,  and 
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for  the  sole  purpose  of  protecting  the  property  of  his  children, 
understanding  that  Texian  citizens  conld  only  hold  land  in 
Texas.  The  witness  was  well  acquainted  with  Antonio 
Biandin,  who  consulted  with  the  witness,  and  stated  the  laud 
was  confided  to  his  care,  never  speaking  of  it  as  his  private 
property,  or  as  having  paid  any  consideration  for  it.  Biandin 
uniformly  spoke  of  the  land  as  a  trustee,  and  not  as  owner. 

The  deposition  of  E.  M.  Pease,  one  of  the  defendants,  was 
•S'im  *'*^^"  '''y  *^®  complainants,  but  it  was  objected  to  by 
■^  the  defendants  below,  on  the  ground  that  Pease  was  a 
party,  and  that  the  Commissioner  of  the  United  States  who 
had  taken  the  same,  did  not  appear  to  have  been  sworn.  The 
District  Court  refused  to  admit  the  deposition  on  both  grounds. 
As  the  deposition  was  not  taken  with  the  leave  of  the  court, 
it  was  properly  overruled,  on  the  ground  that  the  witness 
was  a  party,  but  the  other  gi'ound  in  regard  to  the  Comniis- 
tiioner  not  appearing  to  have  been  sworn,  was  not  sustainable. 
The  commissioner  is  an  ofBeer  appointed  by  the  courts  of  the 
United  States,  and  his  official  acts  are  primd  facie  valid. 

Had  General  Mexia  power  to  make  a  conv^ance  to 
Merle?  Was  it  executed  according  to  the  laws  of  Louisiana, 
where  the  act  was  done,  or  the  laws  of  Texas,  where  the  land 
is  situated,  and  whicJi  must  govern  the  act?  The  laws  of 
Louisiana  do  not  authorize  the  transfer  of  a  child's  property 
by  parents  or  guardians,  without  an  order  from  the  Judge, 
granted  on  the  advice  of  a  family  meeting.  1  Civil  Code, 
Art.  334,  338.  No  such  ceremony  was  observed  in  the  coq- 
veyance  to  Merle,  as  the  law  requires,  and  consequently  the 
act  was  not  operative  by  the  Louisiana  law.  The  letter  of 
the  ^vife,  if  it  were  genuine  and  bore  the  proper  date,  is  not 
evidence  of  a  family  meeting,  and  that  the  sale  was  "of  abso- 
lute necessity,  or  of  evident  advantage  to  the  minor." 

It  is  contended  that  the  property  in  question  came  to  Ade- 
laide Matiida,  through  the  means  of  her  father,  and,  conse- 
quently, that  he  had  the  power  to  convey  it.  Such  property 
under  the  civil  law  is  called  profectitious. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  father  paid  any  considera- 
tion for  this  property.  It  was  purchased  by  the  mother  for 
the  bene6t  of  her  daughter ;  and  when  the  concession  was 
located  and  arranged,  the  perfect  title  was  made  in  the  name 
of  the  daughter.  The  presumption  that  the  consideration 
imid  was  paid  by  the  mother,  arises  from  the  facts.  Her 
marital  rights  under  the  civil  law,  as  to  property,  were  inde- 
pendent of  her  husband ;  and  in  this  view  it  may  well  be  pre- 
sumed that  she  paid  the  consideration  for  the  purchase. 

Tbe  fact  that  oa  money  was  paid  by  Merle,  although  a 
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lai^  sum  was  inserted  in  the  act  of  conveyance,  shows  the 
nature  of  that  transaction ;  and  that  the  Btep  was  taken,  as 
sworn  to  by  Mr.  Suul^,  to  preserve  the  land  by  a  legal  own- 
ership, for  the  benefit  of  his  daughter. 

The  mother  having  procurea  the  complete  title  to  the 
property  in  the  name  of  her  daughter,  ehe  had  no  power  to 
consent  to  or  authorize  the  transfer  of  it  by  her  husband. 
The  pretence  of  the  letter  gives  no  validity  to  the  ftct  of  con- 
veyance. The  transfer  of  the  concession  to  the  mother,  by 
Varela,  for  her  daughter,  *wa8  not  made  as  a  part  of  raoR-i 
tlie  marital  comniuuity.  The  conveyance  to  the  *- 
mother  and  the  declared  object  of  it,  negatives  such  a  pre- 
sumption. 

Acquired  as  the  property  was,  the  law  denominates  it  ad- 
ventitious. It  came  to  their  dniigliter  through  her  mother. 
In  this  view,  it  is  contended  that  the  ti«i{f ruc(  was  in  the 
father,  "  who  is  bound  to  defend  and  preserve  it,  both  in 
court  and  out "  ;  3  Las  Siate  Partidas,  149,  and  that  he  had 
power  to  convey  it. 

From  the  terms  of  conveyance,  it  is  clear  that  Mexia  aa- 
sumed  to  act,  not  in  his  own  right,  but  in  the  character  of 
fatlier  and  natural  tutor,  and  by  authorization  of  his  wife. 
The  instrument  purports  to  convey  the  title  of  hia  daughter, 
which  admitted  the  right  to  be  in  her.  The  letter  of  the 
wife,  as  he  supposed,  was  evidence  of  a  family  meeting  re- 
quired by  law,  and  under  which  he  assumed  to  act. 

A  guardian  cannot  dispose  of  the  property  of  his  ward 
without  the  permission  of  the  judge  of  his  aomicil.  1  White's 
Recop.,  15  and  16,  Part  4,  L.  14,  tit.  11,  p.  4.  During  the 
minority  of  the  child,  the  only  right  of  the  father  is,  to  take 
the  us^fruct.  He  has  no  power  to  sell  the  property  of  the 
minor,  except  for  certain  purposes,  and  under  the  sanction  of 
the  Judge.  2  Part.,  IIST.  The  conveyance  to  Merle  was  not 
made  as  the  law  requires,  and  it  was  therefore  void.  It  was 
not  valid  under  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  nor  under  the  laws  of 
Texas  and  Coahuila. 

The  decree  of  the  District  Court  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  concurred  in  the  result  to  which  the 
above  opinion  arrived. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Texas,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.    On  oonsid- 
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eration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed 
hj  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  the  said  District  Court  in 
t£is  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed  with  costs. 


The  General   Mutttal   Insdkance   Company,  Plain- 

TIEFS   IN  EKKOB,  V.  EBENBZBK   B.  SHBRWOOD. 

Under  s  policy  iDsoriiiK  Hgaiiut  the  nsual  periU  of  the  lea,  including  ban«- 
try,  underwrilen  are  not  liable  lo  rc-paj'  to  the  insured,  damagei  paid  by  him 

.-J...  to  the  'owners  of  anutimr  veBBi'l  and  car^,  ButTcred  in  a  L-olliiion 
-I  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  master  or  mariners  of  the  Tes- 
■el  insured. 

A  policj  cannot  be  so  construed  as  to  insure  against  all  lowei  direct!;  refen- 
ble  to  the  negligence  of  the  master  and  mariners.  But  it  the  loss  ia 
caused  bj  a  peril  of  the  sea,  the  underwriter  'u  reaponsible,  although  the 
muter  did  not  ute  due  care  to  avoid  the  peril.' 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York." 

It  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  Sherwood  against 
the  General  Mutual  Insurauce  Cuiupauy,  upon  a  policy  of 
insurance,  dated  New  York,  17th  of  October,  1843,  by  which 
the  company  insured  Sherwood  to  the  ainouut  of  $8,000,  for 
the  account  of  whom  it  might  concern,  loss  payable  to  him, 
upon  the  brig  Emily,  from  the  17th  October,  1843,  at  noon, 
until  the  ITth  October,  1844,  at  noon,  the  vessel  being  val- 
ued in  the  policy  at  $16,000. 

This  policy  was  effected  for  the  benefit,  and  to  protect  the 
interest  of  Frederick  Sherwood  and  Abraham  Sherwood,  part 
owners  of  said  vessel. 

On  the  13th  March,  1844,  the  brig  sailed  from  Charleston 
with  a  cai^o  of  merchandise,  bound  for  New  York,  being  at 
the  time  provided  with  a  skilful  and  experienced  master,  ex- 
perienced and  skilful  mates,  and  a  conij>etient  crew,  and  was 
in  all  respects  seaworthy  for  the  voyage. 

About  d  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  Tuesday,  19th  March, 
a  licensed  pilot  boarded  them,  and  took  the  command  and 
management  of  the  vessel.    The  wind  being  unfavorable,  the 
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684;   Iniaranct    Co.  v.   Tramqwiatinn  The   Hadji 
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brig  ran,  closebauled,  heading  north  and  north  by  east,  until 
the  pilot  considered  himself  up  to  the  point  of  the  Romer 
Shoals ;  he  then  tacked  and  stood  in  for  Sandy  Hook,  head- 
ing to  the  southward  and  westward,  closehauled.  Between 
7  and  8  o'clock  at  night,  the  pilot  gave  orders  to  go  about ; 
in  attempting  to  execute  this  order,  the  brig  misstayed,  and 
the  pilot  then  gave  orders  to  wear  ship.  At  this  time,  and 
whilst  in  the  act  of  wearing,  being  very  close  to  the  shore, 
the  rigging  of  the  vessel  having  become  entangled,  and  the 
crew  being  occupied  with  the  manoeuvring  of  their  vessel, 
the  first  mate,  who  was  on  the  top-gallant  forecastle,  saw  a 
schooner  very  close  to  them.  Confused  by  this  sudden  ap- 
pearance, his  attention  in  keeping  a  sharp  look-out  having 
been  distracted  by  his  attending  to  the  working  of  the  vessel, 
he,  in  this  sudden  emergency,  exclaimed,  "  Helm  hard  down  1 
loffl  luff!"  The  man  at  the  wheel  obeyed,  and  almost  in- 
stantaneously the  brig  struck  the  schooner,  which  proved  to 
be  "The  Virginian,"  bound  from  Norfolk,  with  a  full  cargo 
of  merchandise,  for  New  York.  _The  order  given  by  the 
mate  to  "luff,"  was  erroneous. 

•The  brig  Emily  was  injured  by  the  collision  to  the  rcoeq 
amount  of  fSOO  ;  the  schooner  Virginian  was  so  much  *- 
injured  that  she  sunk,  and  with  her  cargo  was  totally  lost. 

On  the  26th  March,  1844,  the  owners  of  the  schooner  filed 
their  libel  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  Disti'ict  of  New  York,  against  the  brig  Emily, 
claiming  that  she  was  specifically  liable  for  the  loss  and  in- 
ju^  occasioned  by  the  libel. 

The  owners  of  the  Emily  filed  their  answer,  denying  that 
the  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  fault  of  those  in  charge 
of  her,  and  imputing  the  blame  to  the  crew  of  the  Virginian. 
On  the  12th  October,  1845,  the  cause  was  brought  to  a  hear- 
ing, and  witnesses  examined  on  both  sides. 

On  the  22d  April,  1845,  Judge  Betts  pronounced  his  opin- 
ion to  be,  that  the  brig  Emily  was  to  leeward  of  the  Vir- 
ginian when  the  latter  was  first  seen  ;  that  no  sufficient  and 
proper  look-out  was  kept  on  board  her  at  the  time ;  that  the 
intermission,  for  the  moment,  of  their  precautionary  vigilance 
on  board  the  Emily,  might  very  naturally  spring  out  of  a 
confusion  likely  to  arise  from  the  failure  of  the  vessel  to 
come  round  to  the  wind,  her  dangerous  proximity  to  the 
shore,  the  entanglement  of  some  of  the  running  rigging 
which  impeded  her  mancBuvre,  and  the  distraction  these  cir- 
cumstances were  calculated  to  produce  in  the  attention  of 
the  mate,  who,  at  the  moment,  appeared  to  have  been  the 
only  one  actiog  as  look-out  forward ;  but  that  these  circum- 
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BtaDces  did  not  relieve  the  vessel  from  maintaining  these 
precautions,  and  from  the  consequences  of  tlie  omission  to 
do  so ;  and  the  Judge  accordingly  held,  that  the  collision 
occurred  by  the  negligence  or  fault  of  the  biig.  He  decreed 
in  favor  of  the  libellants  for  the  value  of  the  schooner  Vir- 
ginian, and  of  so  much  of  the  cargo  as  belonged  to  her 
ovrners.  It  was  referred  to  the  clerk  to  ascertain  and  report 
the  amount  of  the  loss  and  damage.  The  cause  came  ou  to 
be  heard  on  the  3d  of  June,  1845,  upon  the  clerk's  report 
and  exceptions  thereto.  The  court  ordered  and  decreed, 
that  the  libellants  recover  their  damages  by  means  of  the 
premises,  viz.  ^,250jV(f,  with  theircoats,  and  that  the  brig 
Emily  be  condemned  for  satisfaction  thereof;  the  libellants 
costs  were  taxed  at  $704  ^j.  On  the  3d  July,  1845,  the 
owners  of  the  Emily  appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  and 
iu  November,  1846,  the  appeal  was  argued  before  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Nelson. 

On  the  6th  April,  1847,  Judge  Nelson  delivered  his  opin- 
ion, and  found,  upon  the  firooS,  in  substance,  that  the  Vir- 
ginian was  not  in  fault ;  that  the  mistaken  order  of  the  mate 
of  the  brig  to  the  man  at  the  wheel,  in  connection  with  the 
nqcj-i  derangement  of  'the  running  rigging  of  the  vessel, 
-I  ajid  the  confusion  on  board  froin  her  misstaying  a  few 
minutes  before,  had  produced  the  colliaion.  The  Circuit 
Court  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  District  Court,  with  costs. 
This  decree  was  settled  by  compromise,  and  upon  payment 
by  the  owners  of  a  sum  less  than  the  decree,  it  was  satisfied. 
Early  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  action  in  the  District 
Court,  and  also  of  the  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court,  was  given 
to  the  Mutual  Safety  Insurance  Company,  with  a  request 
that  they  would  unite  in  the  defence,  or  take  such  measures 
iis  they  might  deem  proper. 

Owners  of  other  parte  of  the  cargo  lost  by  the  collision,  61ed 
their  libels  against  the  Viminian,  wnich,  after  the  decrees  above 
mentioned,  were  settled  by  compromise ;  other  claims  were 
also  made,  and  settled  by  compromise ;  in  every  instance,  the 
sura  paid  being  less  than  the  claim.  On  the  23d  August, 
1847,  the  owners  of  the  brig  Emily,  having  previously  pre- 
sented to  their  various  underwriters  preliminary  proofs  of  the 
loss,  copies  of  the  proceedings  in  the  District  and  Circuit 
Courts,  and  of  the  payment  and  settlement  of  the  demands 
aforesaid,  commenced  suits  upon  the  policies  of  insurance,  in 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States.  The  declaration 
filed  in  the  present  action  contains  two  speci&l  counts,  aud 
t^  oommoD  money  counts. 
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The  special  counts,  set  forth  all  the  facts  and  ciicatustances 
with  great  particularity. 

The  defendants  filed  demurrers  to  each  of  the  special  counta, 
assigning  as  cause,  that  neither  of  the  said  codnts  showed 
any  Iosb  or  damage  by  any  peiil  covered  by  the  policy  of  in- 
sumnce.     The  plaintilT  below  joined  iu  demurrer. 

The  cause  was  argued  in  Apnl,  1848,  before  his  Honor,  Mr. 
Justice  Nelson,  aud  the  Hun.  Samuel  R.  Betts.  Judgment 
was  given  upon  the  demurrer  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  below. 
The  defendants  did  not  interpose  any  other  answer  to  the  two 
special  counts,  but  to  the  common  counts  (HI.  IV.  V.  and 
VI.)  they  pleaded  the  general  issue. 

The  court  having  decided  the  demurrers,  ordered  the  dam- 
ages to  be  assessed  under  the  special  counts.  In  May,  1849, 
the  jury  assessed  the  plaintiffs  damages  at  $4,526^^.  Judg- 
ment was  signed  5th  June,  1849. 

Upon  the  assessment  of  the  damages,  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury — 

1.  That  the  general  objection  to  the  recovery  of  the  pliun- 
tiff,  was,  that  [it]  is  apparent,  on  the  face  of  the  declaration, 
that  the  loss  claimed  was  not  occasioned  by  a  peril  insured 
against,  but  was  to  be  attributed  solely  to  the  gross  negligence 
of  the  agents  of  the  assured;  and  therefore,  that  the  loss  was 
either  an  exception  from  the  terms  of  the  policy,  or  was  not 
covered  by  them  at  all. 

•2.  That  the  rule  "  cauta  proxima  non  remota  »pec-  r»oijt 
tatur"  in  its  proper  application,  relieves  the  defendants  '■ 
from  all  liability ;  since  the  proximate  cause  here  was,  according 
to  the  decree  of  the  District  and  Circuit  Court,  "  the  fault  of 
the  Emily."  The  collision  by  itself  did  not  create  the  liability 
to  pay.  The  want  of  care,  skill,  and  vigilance  on  the  part  of 
the  master  and  crew  of  the  Emily  were  to  be  superadded  to 
the  collision. 

3.  That  if  the  negligence  and  fault  of  the  assured,  and  not 
the  collision,  were  the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss,  such  fault 
and  negligence  in  this  case,  (without  which  the  decree  would 
not  have  been  made,)  should  certainly  excuse  the  underwriters. 

4.  That  even  if  the  insurer  is  liable  for  the  amount  of  the 
claim  against  the  Emily  for  the  loss  of  the  schooner,  it  does 
not  follow  that  he  is  also  liable  for  the  loss  of  the  eai^o  on 
board  the  schooner  Virginian.  No  case  has  yet  carried  the 
liabiliU'  of  the  underwriter  to  this  extent. 

5.  Tnat  the  cost  of  defending  the  suits  are  not  chargeable 
upon  the  underwriters. 

6.  That  the  counsel  fees  to  the  advocate  are  clearly  inad- 
missible. 
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Whereupon  his  honor,  the  Judge,  charged  the  jury; — It 
appeared,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  brig  Emily  sailed  from 
Charlestoti  for  New  York,  on  the  thirteenth  day  of  March,  in 
the  year  1841,  with  a  cargo  of  cotton  and  other  merchandise ; 
that  OD  the  afternoon  of  the  18th  day  of  March,  aforesaid, 
being  near  Barnegat,  she  took  aboard  a  licensed  pilot,  and 
proceeded  towards  New  York,  the  wind  being  boisterous,  and 
blowing  in  flaws ;  that  between  7  and  8  o'clock  in  the  even- 
ing she  stood  over  for  the  Romer  Shoals,  closehauled  on  a 
wind,  heading  for  Sandy  Hook.  Finding  that  the  brig  eould 
not  fetch  in  to  the  Hook  upon  that  tack,  and  having  run 
as  close  to  the  beach  as  he  deemed  prudent,  the  pilot  gave 
orders  to  tack  ship ;  in  consequence  of  the  niaintopsnil-brace 
being  slacked  the  vessel  did  not  go  about,  and  orders  were 
then  given  by  the  pilot  to  wear  ship,  and  whilat  in  the  act  of 
wearing,  the  mate  of  the  Emily  discovered  a  sail  close  by, 
which  proved  to  be  the  schooner  Virginian,  bound  for  New 
York,  with  a  cargo  on  board ;  the  mate  cried  out,  sail  ahead ! 
butalmostimmediately  thereafter  the  brig  struck  the  schooner 
and  sunk  her,  with  her  cargo.  The  owners  of  the  schooner 
Virginian  filed  their  libel  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  before  referi'ed 
to,  against  the  brig  Emily,  alleging  that  the  collision  was 
occasioned  by  the  fault  and  mismanagement  of  those  having 
charge  of  the  Emily.  An  answer  was  filed  by  the  owners  of 
the  latter,  denying  that  the  collision  was  properly  attributable 
aocn-i  to  the  Emily;  and,  on  the  contrary,  alleging  that  it  "was 
-I  occasioned  by  the  fault  and  unskilfulness  of  those  on 
board  of  the  schooner;  proofs  were  taken  in  the  District  Court, 
and  the  cause  having  been  heard  upon  the  pleadings  and 
proofs,  an  interlocutory  decree  was  pronounced  therein  on  the 
twenty-second  day  of  April,  in  the  year  1845,  whereby,  after 
reciting  that  it  appeared  to  the  court  that  the  said  collision, 
and  the  damages  and  loss  incurred  by  the  libellant  in  conse- 
quence thereof,  occurred  by  the  negligence  or  fault  of  the  said 
brig  Emily,  it  was  considered  that  the  libellants  were  entitled 
to  recover  the  damages  by  them  sustained  thereby;  and  by 
which  decree  a  reference  was  ordered,  to  aacertain  the  value 
of  the  said  schooner  Virginian,  her  tackle,  &c.,  at  the  time  of 
the  collision,  and  of  the  cargo  then  on  board  of  her,  belonging 
to  the  libellants,  and  the  amount  of  the  loss  in  the  premises 
sustained  by  the  libellants  by  means  of  such  collision;  and 
afterwards,  the  said  cause  having  again  been  heard  upon  ex- 
ceptions to  the  report,  and  the  proofs  and  allegations  of  the 
respective  parties,  a  final  decree  was  pronounced  thereon  on 
the  seventh  day  of  June,  in  the  year  1846,  whereby  it  was 
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ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  by  the  said  District  Court;, 
that  the  libellants  recover  in  the  said  action  their  damages, 
hj  means  of  the  premises,  the  sum  of  five  thousand  two  hun- 
dred and  fifty-four  dollars  and  seventy  cents,  together  with 
their  costs  to  be  taxed ;  and  that  the  said  brig,  her  tackle  and 
apparel,  be  condemned  for  satisfaction  thereof,  which  said 
costs  of  the  libellants  were  afterwards  duly  taxed  at  $704.96. 
From  this  decree  an  appeal  was  taken,  by  the  owners  of  the 
brig  Emily,  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  in  the  second  circuit,  and 
after  hearing  the  proofs  and  the  arguments  of  counsel,  the 
court  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  District  Court,  with  the  costs 
of  the  respondents  to  be  taxed.  After  the  decision  of  this 
court  had  been  pronounced,  another  libel  was  filed  by  the 
owners  of  a  portion  of  the  cargo  lost  on  board  the  Vii^nian, 
t^ainst  the  brig  Emily,  and  claims  were  made,  and  libels 
threatened  by  others  of  the  shijipers  of  the  cargo  lost  on  board 
of  the  schooner,  (gainst  the  owners  of  the  Emily,  which 
action  and  claims  by  the  owner  of  the  said  cargo  were  com- 
promised and  settled  by  the  ownei-s  of  the  Emily.  That 
if  they  should  find,  upon  the  evidence,  that,  at  the  time  of 
sailing  from  Clarleston,  the  brig  Emily  was  a  seaworthy  vessel, 
properly  equipped  for  the  voyage  to  New  York,  and  that  she 
had  on  board  a  skilful  master,  and  a  sufficient  and  competent 
crew,  the  defendants  are  liable  upon  the  policy  given  in  evi- 
dence for  the  one  half  of  the  loss  to  tlie  brig  Emily,  arising 
from  the  collision  with  the  schooner  Virginian,  not  exceeding 
the  sum  insured,  notwithstanding  that  it  was  occasioned  by, 
or  resulted  from,  the  fault  of  the  pilot,  or  of  •the  master  r»ot7 
and  crew  of  the  brig,  either  from  want  of  keeping  a  '- 
sufficient  look-out  or  from  niisraanageraent  of  the  vessel. 

The  direct  and  immediate  consequence  of  the  collision  was 
that  a  lien  was  created  on  tiie  brig,  in  favor  of  the  owners 
of  the  Virginian,  and  of  the  owners  of  the  cai^o  on  board  of 
her,  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the  schooner,  and  of  the 
cargo  that  was  destroyed  by  the  disaster,  and  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  from  the  underwriters,  not  only  the  cost 
of  the  actual  repairs  of  the  injury  done  to  the  brig,  but  also 
the  several  sums  that  her  owners  have  actually  and  in  good 
faith  paid  to  the  owners  of  the  schooner,  and  of  tlie  cargo 
lost  with  her,  in  order  to  discharge  their  vessel  from  the 
liens  created  by  the  said  collision  ;  that  the  plaintiff  is  also 
entitled  to  recover  from  the  underwriters  on  the  brig  the 
actual  expenses  and  costs,  inehuling  reasonable  advocate's 
fees,  necessarily  incurred  in  the  defence  of  the  brig  from  the 
aforesaid  claim. 
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The  policy  of  insurance,  in  this  case,  is  subscribed  for 
#8,000,  the  vessel  being  valued  therein  at  fl6,000;  it  was 
therefore  an  insurance  upon  one  half  of  the  vessel,  and  the 
defendants  are  consequently  liable  fov  one  half  only  of  the 
loss  and  damage  sustained  by  the  assured  in  consequence  of 
the  said  collision,  which  the  jury  shall  find,  upon  the  evidence, 
was  actually  and  properly  paid  by  the  owners  of  the  Emily, 
in  order  to  relieve  their  vessel. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  then  and  there  excepted  to 
said  charge,  so  far  as  the  same  differed  from,  or  did  not  con- 
form to,  the  instructions  prayed  for  bv  him,  as  above. 

The  jury  thereuptjn  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  for 
four  thousand  five  hundred  and  thirty-six  dollars  and  thirty- 
four  cents  duranges,  and  six  cents  costs. 

And  because  the  said  several  matters  so  offered  and  given 
in  evidence,  and  insisted  upon  by  the  defendants  aforesaid, 
and  the  charge  of  the  said  Judge,  and  the  said  exceptions 
taken  to  the  same,  do  not  appear  by  the  record  of  the  ver- 
dict aforesaid,  the  said  defendants  have  cauBeil  the  same  to 
be  written  on  this  bill  of  exceptions,  to  be  annexed  to  such 
record,  and  have  prayed  the  said  Judge  to  set  liis  hand  and 
seal  to  the  same.  Whereupon  the  Hon.  Samuel  Nelson,  the 
associate  JuBtice  before  whom  the  said  issues  were  tried,  and 
said  exceptions  taken,  and  one  of  the  judges  of  said  Circuit 
Court,  hath  hereto  set  his  hand  and  seal,  this  twenty-eighth 
day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  fifty-one. 

Upon  this  bill  of  exceptions,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court 
U[K)n  the  demurrers,  tlie  case  came  up  to  this  court. 

It  was  ai^ed  by  Mr.  A.  Hamilton,  Jr.,  for  the  pluntiBs  in 
«aeg-.  •error,  and  Mr.  Butler,  with  whom  was  Mr.  Cutting, 
-'  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

The  points  made  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  were 
the  following. 

I.  The  general  objection  to  the  recovery  of  the  plaintiff  is, 
that  it  is  apparent,  on  the  face  of  the  declaration,  that  the 
loss  that  is  claimed  was  not  occasioned  by  a  peril  insured 
against;  but  is  to  be  attributed  solely  to  the  gross  negli- 
gence of  the  agents  of  the  assured.  Hence  the  loss  is  either 
an  exception  from  the  terms  of  the  policy,  or  is  not  covered 
by  them  at  all.  Emerigon,  vol.  1,  p.  429,  (Ed.  1827,  329, 
846);  Tanner  v.  Bennett,  1  Ry.  &  M.,  182;  Surdet  v.  Sail, 
4  Bing.,  607  ;  2  Arnold,  756,  770,  777,  cases  cited. 

II.  The  rule  "  cauaa  proxima  rum  remota  tpeetatur"  in  its 
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proper  application,  relieves  the  defendant  from  all  liabilitj, 
since  the  proximate  cause  here  wae,  according  to  the  decree 
of  the  District  and  Circuit  Courts,  "the  fault  of  the  Emily." 
The  collision,  by  itself,  did  not  create  the  liability  to  pay. 
The  want  of  »kill,  care,  and  vigilance  on  the  part  of  the  mas- 
ter and  crew  of  the  Emily  was  to  be  superadded  to  the  colli- 
sion. Paddock  v.  Franklin  In»  Co.,  11  Pick.  (Mass.),  227; 
American  In».  Co.  v.  Oyd-.n,  20  Wend.  (N.  Y.),  287 ;  Star- 
buck  V.  New  England  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  19  Pick.  (Mass.), 
198;  Roiinaon  v.  Jones,  8  Mass.,  536. 

III.  If,  then,  the  negligence  and  fault  of  the  assured,  and 
not  the  collision,  were  the  proximate  cause  of  the  luss,  such 
fault  and  negligence,  in  this  case,  (without  which  the  decree 
would  not  have  been  made,)  should  certainly  excuse  the  un- 
derwriters. Hazard  v.  New  England  Int.  Co.,  1  Sumn.,  218; 
S  Kent,  5th  ed.;  p.  176,  «.  a.,  371,  378 ;  Copeland  v.  New  Eng- 
land Ins.  Co.,  2  Mete.  (Mass.),  432 ;  Cleveland  v.  Union  Ins. 
Co.,  8  Mass.,  308;  Bradhurst  v.  Col.  Int.  Co.,  9  Johns.  (N.  Y.), 
17-21;  Potter  v.  Suffolk  Ins.  Co.,  2  Sumn.,  197;  Galbraitk 
V.  Grade,  1  Wash.  C.  C,  219. 

IV.  But  even  if  the  insurer  is  liable  for  the  amount  of  the 
decree  against  the  Emily,  for  the  loss  of  the  schooner,  it  does 
not  follow  that  he  is  also  liable  for  the  loss  of  the  cat^o  on 
board  tlie  schooner.  No  case  lias  yet  carried  the  liability  of 
the  underwriter  to  this  extent. 

The  points  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error 
were  the  following. 

I.  The  underwriters  are  resixinsible  for  losses  by  any  of 
the  perils  insured  against,  although  such  losses  may  have 
been  occasioned  by,  or  have  resulted  from,  the  negligence 
or  fault  of  the  master  or  crew.  If  the  assured  has  pro- 
vided a  seaworthy  •vessel,  with  a  skilful  master  and  a  r.qco 
sufficient  and  competent  crew,  the  underwriter  takes  L 
the  risks  of  navigation,  and  of  the  perils  insured  against, 
atthi>ugh  caused  hy  the  negligence,  carelessness  or  nnskilful- 
ness  of  the  master  and  crew.  Peters  v.  Warren  Inx.  Co.,  14 
Pet.,  99;  Petert  v.  Warren  Ins.  CV,  3  Sumn.,  389;  Waters 
V.  Merchants  Ins.  Co.,  11  Pet.,  213;  Columbia  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Lawrente,  10  Pet.,  507 ;  Patapsco  Ins.  Co.  v.  Coulter,  3  Pet., 
222;  Sale  v.  Wash.  Ins.  Co.,  2  Story,  176;  Smith's  Merc 
Law  (American  Edit.),  347 ;  Sadler  v.  IHxon,  8  Meea.  &  W., 
895 ;  Dixon  v.  Sadler,  5  Id.,  405 ;  Bush  v.  The  Royal  Ex. 
Iw.  Co.,  2  Barn.  &  Aid  .  73  ;  Walker  v.  Maitland,  6  Id.,  174 ; 
Bishop  V.  Penilnnd,  7  Bam.  &  C,  219;  Shore  v.  BentaO, 
1  Id.,  798,  n. ;  Henderson  v.    Western  Mar.  ^  F.  Int.   Co., 


S59  SUPREME  COURT. 

Geoeral  Mutual  TnBurance  Company  i>.  Sherwood. 

10  Rob.  (La.),  164 ;  Oopeland  v.  K  Eng.  Mar.  Int.  Co.,  2 
Mete.  (Mass.),  432  ;  Ferrins,  Adm'r,  v.  Protect.  Ins.  Co.,  11 
Ohio,  14T  ;  Park,  Ins.,  482  (Eugliah  Edit,  of  1842,  page  156). 
Orimv.PkenixIm.  <7o.,  13  Johns.  (N.Y.),  451,  in  thia  country, 
and  Law  v.  Hollingtworth,  7  T.  R.,  156,  in  England,  and  other 
cases  decided  about  the  same  time,  are  not  correct  in  principle, 
are  now  generally  disapproved  of,  and  are  substantially  over- 
tuled.     Opinion  of  Betts,  J.,  in  this  case,  1  Blatch.,  251. 

If.  A  loss  by  collision  is  one  of  the  perils  insured  a^inst, 
as  much  so  as  loss  by  hre,  stranding,  capture,  &c.  If  it  occurs 
without  fault  on  the  part  of  the  insured  vessel,  it  is  conceded 
that  the  underwriters  are  bound  to  indemnify  the  assured 
against  loss:  and,  upon  principle  and  authority,  the  insuters 
are  equally  liable  if  the  collision  happens  through  the  fault, 
mistake,  error  of  judgment,  or  carelessness  of  the  vessel  in- 
sured. Peters  v.  Warren  In».  Co.,  14  Pet.,  99;  s.  C,  3 
Sumn.,  389;  Sale  v.  Wathington  Im.  Co.,  2  Story,  176;  1 
Phill.  Ins.,  636. 

III.  The  direct  and  immediate  consequence  of  the  collision 
was  that,  eo  imtanti,  a  charge,  encumbrance  or  lien  was 
created  on  the  ship  to  the  extent  of  the  injury  done  to  the 
Virginiiin  and  careo.  This  charge  caused  the  necessity  of  an 
expenditure  by  tlie  assured,  without  which  he  could  not 
extricate  nor  repossess  himself  of  his  vessel.  This  loss  is  as 
direct  a  consequence  of  the  collision  as  if  the  Emily  had  been 
injured  so  as  to  have  required  repaii's  by  carpenters  to  the 
same  amount. 

IV.  The  underwriters  are  liable  not  only  for  the  amount 
of  the  lien  or  charge  that  wiis  created  in  favor  of  the  owners 
of  the  Virginian,  but  also  for  the  lien  or  charge  created  by 
the  destruction  of  the  cai-go,  and  for  wliich  the  Emily  was 
specifically  liable  in  rem. 

V.  The  defendants  are  responsible  for  all  the  costs,  charges, 
•'ifiOT   '^^^  expenses,  fairly  and  reasonably  incurred  by  the 

J  plaintiff  below,  in  defending  the  vessel  frem  the  claims 
made  against  her;  this  is  necessary  to  afford  him  a  full  in- 
demnity; and  the  clause  in  the  policy,  rendering  it  proper 
and  necessary  to  sue  for  labor  and  travel  in  and  about  the 
defence,  safeguard  and  recovery  of  the  vessel,  contemplates 
and  provides  for  it.  See  2  Phillips  on  Ins.,  509,  749,  464;  1 
Id.,  693.  ffastie  v.  De  Peyster,  3  Cai.  (N.  Y.),  190— a  case 
of  reinsurance ;  suit  against  the  first  insurer  defended,  and  a 
recovery  with  costs— principal  opinion  by  Kent,  C.  J. :  "  Such 
charges  are  allowed,  as  composing  part  of  a  claim  for  indem- 
nity. '  Per  Livingston,  J. :  Plaintiffs  gave  notice  to  de- 
fendants, who  took  no  steps  to  prevent  the  progress  of  the 
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suit  to  judgment ;  all  the  costs  of  that  suit,  both  plaintiffs' 
and  defenaants',  are  a  proper  charge  in  this:  "not  pre- 
tended that  its  defence  was  unnecessary  or  improper."  1 
Story,  458 ;  Sale  v.  Wath.  Ins.  Co.,  2  Story,  176 ;  PeterB  v. 
Warren  Ins.  Co.,  14  Pet.,  99  (p.  100,  near  the  foot).  "  Ex- 
penses of  defending  the  suit "  for  a  collision,  included  in 
tlie  adjustment.  Watson  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  7  Johns.  (N. 
Y.),  57 — a  case  of  capture  and  recovery  for  a  total  loss, 
and  also  expenses  of  the  captain  in  endeavoring  to  obtain 
the  release  and  restoration  of  the  ship;  travelling,  board, 
wf^es,  and  1,105  livres  left  in  the  hands  of  the  consignees, 
to  prosecute  an  appeal  to  the  Council  of  State ;  items  were 
subject  to  opinion  of  court;  another  chai-ge  was  deducted; 
the  above  allowed.  Jumel  t.  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  1  Johns. 
(N.  Y.),  412,  426 — case  of  capture,  condemnation,  appeal, 
compromise,  sale ;  purchase  by  master ;  held  master  not 
bound  by  appeal ;  only  to  act  in  good  faith  and  sound  dis- 
cretion, &c.  Qardere  V,  Columbia  Ins,  Co.,  7  Johns.  (N.  Y.), 
514  (same  principles).  Francis  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.,  6  Cow. 
(N.  Y.),  404,  affirmed,  2  Wend.  (N.  Y.),  64— seizure  as  for 
illicit  trade— iiTCgular  condemnation  and  sale,  no  defence  by 
master,  &c.  Ex[)ense  incurred  in  prosecuting  a  claim  for 
the  proceeds  of  the  ship.  Held,  "  entitled  to  recover  all  the 
expense  fairly  incurred  in  obtaining  a  restoration  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  vessel."  Bridge  v.  Niagara  Ins,  Co.,  I  Hall 
(N,  Y.),  423 — salvage  expenses,  including  costs  of  legal  pro- 
ceedings to  ascertain  validity  and  amount  of  salvage  claims, 
storage  of  cargo,  bottomry  expenses,  protests,  surveys,  wages 
and  provisions,  whilst  seeking  a  port  of  refitting,  and  many 
other  instances  of  charges  and  expenses,  resulting  from  and 
incident  to  losses  by  perils  insured  against.  9  Wend.  (N.  Y.), 
416,  Bicket  v.  Snyder. — In  an  action  for  breach  of  covenant 
of  seisin,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  counsel  fees  as 
well  as  taxable  costs  incurred  in  defending  the  premises. 
The  covenant  of  seisin  is  one  of  indemnity.  2  Phill.  Ins., 
464,  509,  749.  1  Id.,  693.— The  defence  in  the  District  Court, 
and  'on  appeal  in  the  Circuit  Court,  of  the  libel,  by  the  r»Qci 
owners  of  the  Virginian,  (owners  also  of  some  of  the  ^ 
cai^o,)  and  the  decisions  thereon,  justified  the  plaintiff  in 
compromising  the  other  claims  without  litigation.  By  such 
compromises  he  greatly  diminished  the  sum  for  which  the 
defendants  were  liable.  He  was  entitled  to  recover  if  he  had 
mid  the  amounts  without  litigation,  Sale  v.  Was^nffton 
Ins.  Co.,  2  Story,  176. 

Mr.  Justice  CURTIS  delivered  the  opinioD  of  the  court. 
Vol.  XIV.— 25  886 
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This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
Statea  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York, 

The  action  was  assumpsit  on  a  time  policy  of  iusorance, 
subscribed  by  the  plaintifife  in  error,  upon  the  brig  Emily, 
during  one  year  from  the  seventeenth  day  of  October,  1843,  for 
the  sum  of  eight  thousand  dollars,  the  vessel  being  valued  at 
the  sum  of  sixteen  tbousaud  dollars.  The  policy,  described 
ill  the  declaration,  assumed  to  insure  against  the  usual  sea 
perils,  among  which  is  barratry  of  the  master  and  mariners. 
The  declaration  avers,  that  during  the  prosecution  of  a  voy- 
^e,  within  the  policy,  while  on  the  hi?h  seas,  and  near  the 
entrance  of  the  hamor  of  the  city  of  New  York,  by  and 
through  the  want  of  a  proper  look-out,  by  the  mate  of  the 
said  brig,  and,  by  and  through  the  erroneous  order  of  the 
chief  mate,  who  was  stationed  on  the  top-gallant  forecastle  of 
the  said  brig,  who  saw  the  schooner,  hereinafter  named,  and 
cried  out  to  the  man  at  the  wheel,  "helm  bard  down — luff" 
— whereas,  be  ought  not  to  have  given  the  said  order ;  and,  by 
and  through  the  negligence  and  fault  of  the  said  brig  Emily, 
the  said  brig  ran  into  a  schooner  called  the  Virginian,  and  so 
injured  her  that  she  sank,  whereby  the  said  brig  Emily  became 
liable  to  the  owners  of  the  said  schooner  and  her  cargo,  to 
make  good  their  damages ;  which  liability  was  a  charge  and 
encumbrance  on  the  said  brig.  The  declaration  then  pro- 
ceeds to  aver,  that  the  brig  was  libelled  by  the  owners  of 
the  schooner  and  her  cargo,  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States ;  that  a  decree  was  there  made,  whereby  it  was 
adjudged,  "That  the  collision  in  the  pleadings  mentioned, 
and  the  dam^es  and  loss  incurred  by  the  libellants,  in  conse- 
quence thereof,  occurred  by  the  negligence  or  fault  of  the 
said  brig,  and  that  the  libellants  were  entitled  to  recover 
their  damages  by  them  sustained  thereby ; "  that  the  same 
having^  been  assessed,  a  decree  therefor  was  made  by  the  Dis- 
trict Court,  which,  on  appeal,  was  afHrmed  by  the  Circuit 
Court,  vhich  found,  "  That  the  hands,  on  board  the  Emily, 
failed  to  keep  a  proper  look-out,  and,  that  the  said  brig  might 
have  avoided  the  collision,  by  the  use  of  proper  caution,  skill, 
and  vigilance."  The  declaration  further  avers  that  the  plaln- 
aggn-i  tiff  has  paid  divers  sums  *of  money,  to  satisfy  this  de- 
-1  cree  and  the  expenses  of  making  the  defence,  amount- 
ing to  the  sum  of  eight  thousand  dollars. 

This  statemeut  of  the  substance  of  the  declaration  presents 
the  question  which  has  been  here  argued,  and  sufficiently 
shows  how  it  arose ;  for,  although  there  was  a  demurrer  to 
the  first  two  counts  in  the  declaration,  and  a  trial  upon  the 
general  issue  pleaded  to  the  other  counts,  and  a  bill  of 
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exceptions  taken  to  the  ruliog  at  tlie  trial,  yet  tlie  uaiiie  qiics- 
tion  is  X)resented  by  each  moae  of  trial,  and  that  question  is, 
whether,  under  a  policy  insuring  against  the  usual  perils, 
including  barratry,  the  underwriters  are  liable  to  repay  to  the 
insured,  damages  puid  by  him  to  the  ownei-s  of  another  ves- 
sel and  cargo,  sufTered  in  a  collision  occasioned  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  master  or  mariners  of  the  vessel  insured. 

The  greiit  and  increasing  internal  navigation  of  the  United 
States,  carried  on  over  long  distances,  through  the  channels 
of  rivers  and  otlier  comparatively  naiTow  waters,  where  the 
danger  of  collisions,  and  the  frequency  of  their  occurrence, 
are  much  greater  than  on  maritime  voyages,  renders  the 
respective  rights  of  underwriters  and  insured,  growing  out  of 
such  occurrences)  of  more  moment  in  this  than  iq  any  other 
civilized  country ;  and  the  court  has  considered  the  inquiry 
presented  by  this  case,  with  the  care  which  its  difficulty  and 
its  importance  demand. 

In  examining,  for  the  first  time,  any  question  under  a 
policy  of  insurance,  it  is  necessary  to  ascertain  whether  the 
contract  has  received  a  practical  construction,  by  merchants 
and  underwriters;  not  through  any  partial  or  local  usages, 
but  by  the  general  consent  of  the  mercantile  world.  Such  a 
practical  construction,  when  clearly  apparent,  is  of  great 
weight,  not  only  because  the  parties  U)  the  policy  may  be 
presumed  to  have  contracted  in  reference  to  it,  but  because 
such  a  practice  is  very  high  evidence  of  the  general  conven- 
ience and  substantial  equity  of  it,  as  a  rule.  This  is  true  of 
most  commercial  contracts;  but  it  is  especially  true  of  a 
jjolicy  of  insurance,  which  has  been  often  declared  to  be  an 
"obscure,  incoherent,  and  very  strange  instrument,"  and, 
"generally  more  informal  than  any  other  bniught  into  a 
court  of  justice  : "  (Per  Duller,  J.,  4  T.  R.,  210 ;  Mansfield, 
C.  J.,  4  Taunt.,  380;  Mai-shal,  C.  J.,  6  Cranch,  45;  Lord 
Mansfield,  1  Burr,  847) ;  but  which,  notwithstanding  the 
number  and  variety  of  the  interests  which  it  embraces,  and 
of  the  events  by  which  it  is  affected,  has  been  reduced  to 
much  certainty,  by  the  long  practice  of  acute  and  well- 
informed  men  in  commercial  countries;  by  the  decisions  of 
courts  in  America  and  in  England,  and  by  able  writers  on  the 
subject,  in  this  and  other  countries. 

And  it  should  not  be  forgotten,  that,  not  only  in  the 
"introduction  of  this  branch  of  law  into  England,  by  r«Qgg 
Lord  Mansfield,  but  in  its  [>rDgress  since,  both  there  *- 
and  here,  a  constant  reference  has  been  had  to  the  usage  uf 
merchants,  and  the  science  of  insurance  law  has  been  made 
and  kept  a  practical  and  convenient  system,  by  avoiding 
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subtle  and  refined  reasnuing,  however  logical  it  may  seem  to 
be,  and  looking  for  safe  practical  rules. 

Now,  although  cases  like  the  present  must  have  very  fre- 
quently occurred,  we  are  not  aware  of  any  evidence,  that 
uuderwriters  have  paid  such  claims,  or  that,  down  to  the 
time  when  one  somewhat  resembling  it  was  rejected  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  Be  Vauz  v.  Salvador,  (5  Ad.  and 
Ell.,)  decided  in  1836,  such  a  claim  was  ever  made.  And 
we  believe  that,  if  skilful  merchants,  or  underwriters,  or  law- 
vers,  accustomed  to  the  practice  of  the  commercial  law,  had 
been  asked  whether  the  insurers  on  one  vessel  were  liable  for 
damage  done  to  another  vessel,  not  insured  by  the  policy, 
by  a  collision  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  those  on  board 
the  vessel  insured,  they  would,  down  to  a  very  recent  period, 
have  answered,  unhesitatingly,  in  the  negative. 

As  we  shall  presently  show,  such,  for  a  long  time,  was  the 
opinion  of  the  writers  on  insurance,  on  the  continent  of 
Europe,  and  in  England  and  America.  And  this,  alone, 
would  be  strong  proof  of  the  geiieial  iniderstaQding  and 
practice  of  those  connected  with  this  siib^x't. 

But,  although  this  practical  interprcl;ition  of  the  contract 
is  entitled  to  much  weight,  we  do  nut  consider  it  perfectly 
decisive.  It  may  be,  that,  by  .ijiplying  to  the  case  the  settled 
principles  of  the  law  of   insurance,  the  loss  is  within   the 

Eolicy;  and,  that  it  has  not  heretofore  been  found  to  be  so, 
ecause  an  exact  attention  has  not  been  given  to  to  the  pre- 
cise question.  Or,  it  may  be,  that  the  weight  of  recent 
authority,  and  the  propriety  of  rendering  the  commercial  law 
as  uniform  as  its  necessities,  should  constrain  us  to  adopt  the 
rule  contended  for  by  the  defendant  in  error.  And,  there- 
fore, we  proceed  to  examine  the  principles  and  authorities, 
bearing  on  this  question. 

Upon  principle,  the  true  inquiries  are,  what  was  the  loss, 
and  what  was  its  cause? 

The  loss  was  the  existence  of  a  lien  on  the  vessel  insured, 
securing  a  valid  claim  for  damages,  and  the  consequent  dimi- 
nution of  the  value  of  thitt  vessel.  In  other  words,  by  oper- 
ation of  law,  the  ownera  of  the  Virginian  obtained  a  lien  on 
the  vessel  insured,  as  security  for  the  payment  of  dami^s, 
due  to  them  for  a  marine  tort,  whereby  their  property  was 
injured. 

What  was  the  cause  of  this  loss?  We  think  it  is  correctly 
stated  by  this  court,  in  the  case  of  the  Paragon,  14  Pet.,  109. 
*In  that  case,  it  was  said:  "In  the  common  case  of 
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an  action  for  damages  for  a  tort  done  by  the  defend- 


ant, DO  one  is  accustomed  to  call  the  verdict  of  the  jury  and 
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the  judgment  of  the  court  thereon,  the  omse  of  the  loss 
to  the  defendant.  It  is  properly  attributiiblu  to  the  original 
tort,  which  gave  the  right  to  damages  consequent  thereon." 
The  cases  there  spoken  of,  were  claims  in  personam.  But 
the  language  was  used  to  illustrate  the  inquiry,  what  should 
be  deemed  the  cause  of  a  loss  by  a  claim  in  rem,  and  is  strictly 
applicable  to  such  a  claim.  Whether  the  owners  of  the  Vir- 
ginian would  proceed  in  rem  or  in  personam,  was  at  their 
election.  It  affected  only  their  remedy.  Their  rigtit',  and 
the  grounds  on  which  it  rested,  and  the  extent  of  the  de- 
fendant's liability,  aud  its  causes,  were  the  same  in  both 
modes  of  proceeding.  And,  in  both,  the  cause  of  the  loss  of 
the  defendant  would  be  the  negligence  of  his  servants, 
amounting  to  a  tort.  The  loss  consisting  in  a  valid  claim  on 
the  vessel  insured,  we  must  look  for  the  cause  of  the  loss  in 
the  cause  of  the  claim,  and  this  is  expressly  averied  by  the 
declaration  to  have  been  the  negligence  of  the  servauts  of 
the  assured.  From  the  nature  of  tlie  case,  it  was  absolutely 
necessary  to  make  such  an  averment.  If  the  declaiatioii  had 
stated  simply  a  collision,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the 
damf^es  suffered  by  the  Virginian  and  her  cai^o,  it  would 
clearly  have  been  bad  on  demurrer ;  because,  although  it 
would  show  a  loss,  it  would  state  no  cause  of  that  loss.  It  is 
only  by  adding  the  fact,  that  the  dami^e  done  to  the  Vir- 
ginian was  caused  by  negligence,  that  is,  by  stating  the  cause 
of  damage,  that  the  cause  of  payment  appears,  and,  when  it 
appears,  it  is  seen  to  be  the  negUgence  of  the  servants  of  the 
assured. 

We  know  of  no  principle  of  insurance  law  which  prevents 
as  from  looking  for  this  sole  operative  cause,  or  requires  us 
to  stop  short  of  it,  in  applying  tlie  maxim  cauaa  proxima  non 
remota  spectatur.  The  argument  is,  that  collision,  being  a 
peril  of  the  sea,  the  negligence  which  caused  that  ]>eril  to 
occur  is  not  to  be  inquired  into  ;  it  lies  behind  the  peril,  and 
is  too  remote.  This  is  true  when  tlie  loss  was  iiifiicted  by 
collision,  or  was  by  law  a  necessary  consequence  of  it.  The 
underwriter  cannot  set  up  the  negligence  of  the  servants  of 
the  assured  as  a  defence.  But  in  this  ca«e  he  does  not  seek 
to  go  behind  the  cause  of  loss,  and  defend  himself  by  show- 
ing this  cause  wiis  produced  by  negligence.  The  insured 
himself  goes  behind  the  collision,  and  shows,  as  the  sole  rea- 
son why  he  has  paid  the  money,  that  the  negligence  of  his 
servants  coiapelled  him  to  pay  it.  It  is  true  that  an  expense, 
attached  by  the  law  maritime  to  the  subject  insured,  solely 
as  a  consequence  of  a  peril,  may  be  considered  as  proximately 
caused  by  that  peril.     But  where  the  exi>ense  is  attached 
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,„„.^  *to  the  vessel  insured,  not  solely  in  consequence  of  a 
-'  peril,  but  in  consequence  of  the  misconduct  of  the 
servants  of  the  assui-ed,  the  i>eril  per  »e  is  not  the  efficient 
cause  of  the  loss,  and  cannot,  in  any  just  sense,  be  considered 
its  proximate  cause.  In  such  a  case  the  real  cause  is  the 
negligence,  and  unless  the  policy  can  be  so  interpreted  as  to 
insure  against  all  losses  directly  referable  to  the  negligence 
of  the  master  and  mariners,  such  a  loss  is  not  covered  by  the 
policy.  We  are  of  opinion  the  policy  cannot  be  so  construed. 
When  a  peril  of  the  sea  is  the  proximate  cause  of  a  loss,  the 
negligence  which  caused  that  peril  is  not  inquired  into;  not 
because  the  underwriter  has  taken  upon  himself  all  risks 
arising  from  negligence,  but  because  he  has  assumed  to  in- 
demnify the  insured  against  losses  fjom  particular  perils,  and 
the  assured  has  not  warranted  that  his  servants  will  use  due 
care  to  avoid  them. 

These  views  are  sustained  by  many  authorities.  Mr.  Ar- 
nould,  in  his  valuable  Treatise  on  Insurance,  (vol.  2,  775,) 
lays  down  the  correct  rule :  "  Where  the  loss  is  not  proxi- 
mately caused  by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  but  is  directly  refer- 
able to  the  negligence  or  raiscoTidiict  of  the  master  or  other 
t^ent£of  the  assured,  not  amounting  to  barratry,  there  seems 
little  doubt  that  the  underwriters  would  be  thereby  dis- 
charged." To  this  rule  must  be  referred  that  class  of  cases, 
in  which  the  misconduct  of  the  master  or  mariners  has  either 
a^ravated  the  consequences  of  a  peril  insured  against,  or 
bpeen  of  itself  the  efficient  cause  of  the  whole  loss.  Thus,  if 
damage  be  done  by  a  peril  insured  against,  and  the  master 
neglects  to  repair  that  damage,  and  in  consequence  of  the 
want  of  such  repairs,  the  vessel  is  lost,  the  neglect  to  make 
repairs,  and  not  the  sea  damage,  has  been  treated  as  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  loss.  In  the  case  of  Copeland  v.  The 
N.  E.  Manne  Ins.  Go.  (2  Mete.  (Mass.),  432,)  Mr.  Chief  Jus- 
tice Shaw  reviews  many  of  the  cases,  and  states  that  "  the 
actual  cause  of  the  loss  is  the  want  of  repair,  for  which  the 
assured  are  responsible,  and  not  the  sea  damage  which  caused 
the  want  of  repair,  for  which  it  is  admitted  the  underwriters 
are  responsible."  And  the  same  principles  were  applied  by 
Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  the  case  of  Hazard  v.  N.  B.  Marine 
Ins.  Co.  (1  Suran.,  218),  where  the  loss  was  by  worms,  which 
got  access  to  the  vessel  in  consequence  of  her  bottom  being 
injured  by  stranding,  which  injury  the  master  neglected  to 
repair.  So  where  a  vessel  has  been  lost  or  disabled,  and  the 
cargo  saved,  a  loss  caused  by  the  neglect  of  the  master  to 
transship,  or  repair  his  vessel  and  carry  the  cargo,  cannot  be 
recovered.    SehUffelin  v.  N.  Y.  Im.  Co.,  9  Johns.  Q(.  Y.),  21 ; 
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Bradhurtt  v.  Ool.  Ins.  Co.,  Id.,  17 ;  Am.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Centre,  4 
Wend.  (N.  Y.),  45;  8.  c,  7  Cow.  (N.  Y.),  504;  AfcQaw  v. 
Ocean  Int.  Co.,  23  Pick.  (Mass.),  405.  So  where  condemna- 
tion of  a  neutral  •vessel  was  caused  by  resistance  of  r-»oc(s 
search ;  Robinson  v.  Jones,  8  Mass.,  536 ;  or  a  loss  arose  '- 
from  the  master's  negligently  leaving  the  ship's  register  on 
shore ;  Cleveland  v.  Union  In».  Co.,  8  Mass.,  808.  So  where 
a  vessel  was  burnt  by  the  public  authorities  of  a  place  into 
which  the  master  sailed  with  a  false  bill  of  health,  having  the 
plague  on  board ;  Enierigon,  (by  Meredith,)  348 ;  in  these  and 
many  other  similar  cases,  the  courts,  having  found  the  efficient 
cause  of  the  loss  to  be  some  neglect  of  duty  by  the  master, 
have  held  the  underwriter  discharged.  Yet  it  is  obvious  that 
in  all  such  cases,  one  of  the  perils  insured  against,  fell  on  the 
vessel.  And  they  are  to  be  reconciled  with  the  other  rule, 
that  a  loss  caused  by  a  peril  of  the  sea  is  to  be  borne  by  the 
underwriter,  though  the  master  did  not  use  due  care  to  avoid 
the  peril,  by  bearing  in  mind  that  in  these  cases  it  is  negli- 
gence, and  not  simply  a  peril  of  the  sea,  which  is  the  oper- 
ative cause  of  the  loss.  It  may  sometimes  be  difficult  to  trace 
this  distinction,  and  mistakes  have  doubtless  been  made  in 
applying  it,  but  it  is  one  of  no  small  importance  in  the  law 
of  insurance,  and  cannot  be  disregarded  without  producing 
confusion.  The  two  rules  are  in  tiiemselves  consistent.  In- 
deed, they  are  both  but  applications,  to  different  cases,  of  the 
maxim,  cauia  proxima  non  remota  spectatur.  In  applying  this 
maxim,  in  loosing  for  the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss,  if  it  is 
found  to  be  a  peril  of  the  sea,  we  inquire  no  further  ;  we  do 
not  look  for  the  cause  of  that  peril.  But  if  the  peril  of  the 
sea,  which  operated  in  a  given  case,  was  not  of  itself  sufBcient 
to  occasion,  and  did  not  in  and  by  itself  occasion  the  loss 
claimed,  if  it  depended  upon  the  cause  of  that  peril  whether 
the  loss  claimed  would  follow  it,  and  therefore  a  particular 
cause  of  the  peril  is  essential  to  be  shown  by  the  assured,  then 
we  must  look  beyond  the  peril  to  its  cause,  to  ascertain  the 
efficient  cause  of  the  loss. 

The  case  at  bar  presents  an  illustration  of  both  rules.  So 
far  as  tlie  brig  Emily  was  herself  injured  by  the  collision,  the 
cause  of  the  loss  was  the  collision,  which  was  a  peril  insured 
a^nst,  and  the  assured,  showing  that  his  vessel  suffered 
damage  from  that  cause,  makes  a  case,  and  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover. But  he  claims  to  recover  not  only  for  the  dam^^ 
done  to  his  vessel,  which  was  insured,  but  for  damages  done 
to  the  other  vessel,  not  insured.  To  entitle  himself  to  re- 
cover these,  he  must  show  not  only  that  they  were  suffered 
bj  a  peril  of  the  sea,  but  that  the  underwriter  is  responsible 
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for  the  consequences  of  that  peril  falling  on  a  vessel  not  in- 
sured. It  is  this  responsibility  which  ia  the  sole  basis  of  his 
claim,  and  to  make  out  this  lespousibility  he  does  not  and 
cannot  r^t  upon  the  occurrence  of  a  collision ;  this  affords  no 
ground  for  tbis  claim;  he  must  show  a  particular  cause  for 

J  ence  of  that  cause,  the  loss  was  suffered  by  him,  and 
so  the  underwriter  became  responsible  for  it. 

This  negligence  is  therefore  the  fact  without  which  the 
loss  would  not  have  been  suffered  bj  the  plaintiff,  and  by  its 
operation  the  loss  is  suffered  by  him.  In  the  strictest  sense, 
it  causes  the  loss  to  the  plaintiff.  The  loss  of  the  owners  of 
the  Virginian  was  occasioned  by  a  peril  of  the  sea,  by  which 
their  vessel  was  injured.  But  nothing  connects  the  plaintiff 
with  that  loss,  or  makes  it  his,  except  the  aegligence  of  his 
servants.  Of  his  loss  this  negligence  is  the  only  efficient 
cause,  and  in  the  sense  of  the  law  it  is  the  proximate  cause. 

The  ablest  writers  of  the  continent  of  Europe,  on  the  sub- 
ject of  insurance  law,  have  diatinctly  declared,  that,  in  case 
of  damage  to  another  vessel  solely  through  the  fault  of  the 
master  or  mariners  of  the  assured  vessel,  the  damage  must  be 
repaired  by  him  who  occasoned  it,  and  the  insurer  is  not  liar 
ble  for  it.  Pothier,  Traits  d'Assurance,  No.  49, 50 ;  Boucher, 
1600,  1501,  1602;  4  Boulay  Paty,  Droit  Maritime,  (Ed.  of 
1823,)  14, 16 ;  Santayra's  Com.,  7, 223 ;  Emerigon,  (by  Mere- 
dith,) 387.  If  the  law  of  England  is  to  be  considered  settled 
by  the  case  of  De  Vaux  v.  Salvador,  (4  Ad.  &  El.,  420,)  it  is 
clear  such  a  loss  could  not  be  recovered  there.  Mr.  Mar^h^l 
is  evidently  of  opinion  that  unless  the  misconduct  of  the 
master  and  crew  amounted  to  barratry,  the  loss  could  not  be 
recovered.  Marsh,  on  Ins.,  495.  And  Mr.  Phillips  so  states 
in  terms.    1  Phil,  on  Ins.,  636. 

It  has  been  urged  that,  in  the  case  of  the  Paragon,  (^Petert 
v.  Warren  Int.  Vo.,  14  Pet,,  99,)  this  court  adopted  a  ml© 
which,  if  applied  to  the  case  at  bar,  would  entitle  the  insured 
to  recover.  But  we  do  not  so  consider  it.  It  was  there  de- 
termined that  a  collision  without  fault  was  the  proximate 
cause  of  that  loss.  Indeed,  unless  the  operation  of  law, 
which  fixed  the  Hen,  could  be  regarded  as  the  cause  of  that 
loss,  there  was  no  cause  but  the  collision,  and  that  was  a  peril 
insured  against. 

We  are  aware  that  in  the  case  of  Ball  v.  Wafhington  Inx. 
Co.,  (2  Story,)  Mr.  Justice  Story  took  a  different  view  of  this 
question ;  and  we  are  informed  that  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Massaohnsetts  has  recently  decided  a  case  in  conformity  with 
his  opinion,  which  is  not  yet  in  print,  and  which  we  have  not 
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been  able  to  see.  But  with  great  respect  for  that  very  emi- 
uent  Judge,  and  for  that  learoed  and  able  court,  we  think 
the  rule  we  adopt  is  more  in  conformity  with  sound  prin- 
ciple, as  well  as  with  the  practical  interpretation  of  the  con- 
traot  by  undei-writeis  and  uiercfaaDts ;  and  that  it  is  the  safer 
and  more  expedient  rule. 

We  cannot  doubt  that  the  knowledge  by  owners,  masteiB, 
and  seamen,  that  underwriters  were  responsible  for  all  the 
damage  done  by  collision  with  other  vessels  through  their 
negligence,  'would  tend  to  relax  their  vigilance  and  i-KOfio 
materially  enhance  the  perils,  both  to  life  and  prop-  *■ 
erty,  arising  from  this  case. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  must  be  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded,  with  directions  to  render  a  judgment  for 
the  defendants,  on  the  demurrer  to  the  first  two  counts,  and 
award  a  venire  de  novo  to  try  the  general  issue  pleaded  to  the 
other  counts. 

OBDBR. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  and  was  argued  by  counsel. 
On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered  and  ad- 
judged, by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  Circuit 
Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with 
costfi,  and  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  re- 
manded to  the  said  Circuit  Court,  with  directions  to  enter  a 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  on  the  demurrer  to  the 
two  first  counts,  and  to  award  a  venire  fofftas  de  novo,  to  try 
the  general  issue  pleaded  to  the  other  counts. 


Elijah  Pealk,  Tkustee  op  the  Agkiculttral  Bank 
OF  Mississippi,  Plaintiff  in  erbob,  v.  Martha 
Phipps,  and  Maby  BowEits,  WIFE  OF  Charles  Rice. 

Two  (Utntei  of  Hisiiiiippl,  one  puied  in  184S,  and  the  other  In  1846,  pro- 
vide that  irbere  the  charter  of  «  bank  thall  be  declared  forfeited,  a  tnu- 
tee  ihall  be  appointed  to  take  posseBjioD  of  ita  effects,  and  conimissionera 
appointed  to  audit  accounts  against  it. 

Where  theie  (tepa  had  been  talceu,  and  the  commiwiionen  had  Tefnaed  tu 
allow  a  certain  account,  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  Statei  had  no 
right  to  entertain  a  bill  filed  by  the  creditor!  to  compel  the  tnutee  to  pajr 
the  rejected  account.    There  was  a  want  of  Jurisdiction.' 
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The  catet  upun  thi«  point,  examined.* 

A  claim  by  the  truitee,  io  re-conTention,  was  not  a  waiver  of  the  eiceptioo  to 
the  Juriadiction.* 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Coui't  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eauteru  District  of 
Louisiana. 

It  will  be  seen,  by  reference  to  4  How.,  225,  that  Charles 
Rice,  and  Mary  his  wife,  and  Martha  Phipps,  recovered,  in 
an  action  of  ejectment  against  the  Agricultural  Bank  of  Mia- 
sissippi,  two  undivided  third  parts  of  a  lot  of  ground  in  the 
city  of  Natchez. 

,n-.Qi       "In   May,  1847,  they  sued   out  a  writ  of  habere 
^  facias  poggesBionem,  and  entered  into  possession  of  the 
property. 

Under  the  laws  of  Mississippi,  the  charter  of  the  bank  be- 
came forfeited,  and  Elijah  Peale  was  appointed  trustee. 

In  April,  1848,  Martha  Phipps,  and  Mary  Bowers,  wife  of 
Charles  Rice,  filed  their  petition  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States,  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Louisiana,  against 
Peale.  They  claimed  rent  of  the  property  from  1839  to  1847, 
damages  for  injuries  done  to  the  property  whilst  in  possession 
of  the  bank,  and  the  costs  to  which  they  had  been  put  by  the 
ejectment.  Peale  filed  exceptions,  and  an  aoswer.  The 
second  exception,  upon  which  the  judgment  of  this  court 
turned,  was  as  follows. 

2.  Because  the  charter  of  the  Agricultural  Bank  was  de- 
clared forfeited,  and  the  said  bank  put  in  a  course  of  liquida- 
tion as  an  insolvent  corporation,  and  this  defendant  appointed 
trustee,  for  the  purpose  of  cullecting  the  assets  thereof,  by 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Adams  County,  in  the  State  of  Missis- 
sippi ;  and  said  trustee  is  not  amenable  to  any  other  court 
than  the  one  that  appointed  him,  and  of  which  he  is  the  offi- 
cer ;  and  tills  court  has  no  jurisdiction  whatever  of  him  in  his 
said  capacity. 

The  following  ^reement  of  counsel  was  filed  in  the  case. 

It  is  ^reed  between  the  parties  in  the  above-named  suit,  by 
Prentiss  and  Finney,  attorneys  for  the  plaintiff's,  and  Robert 
Mott,  attorney  for  the  defendant,  that  the  following  facts  shall 
he  admitted  upon  the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  the  same  are 
hereby  admitted : 

1.  That  the  President,  Directors,  and  Company  of  the 

of  TeBnt$$n  r.  Horn,  17  How.,  161;  and  case*  died  in  note  to  William*  r, 

Putfiom  T.  Oiborne,  Id.,  476.  Benr-dia.  6  Id.,  107. 

*  See  alio  caaei   cited  in  note  to  'Cited.  HUiUr t. P/i'nl, 2 McCraiy, 

WitiBoil  T.  Sampson,  antt,  *&2;   and  343.      Compare   Shtpjiard  t.  Graoa, 

compare  Sb%  t.  Bacon,  10  How.,  60,  jjoit,  "eOS. 
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Agi-icultural  Bank  of  Mississippi,  were  in  )iosse»iion  of  the 
City  Hotel,  being  tlie  premises,  the  mesne  profits  uf  which  are 
Bued  for  on  the  1st  day  of  December,  1839. 

2.  It  is  admitted,  that  the  said  hotel  and  furniture  rented, 
from  said  lat  day  of  December,  1839,  until  1st  November, 
1842,  for  tlie  sum  of  six  thousand  dollars  per  annum,  and 
from  said  lat  November,  1842,  until  plaintiffs  took  possession 
at  the  rate  of  four  thousand  dollars  per  annum,  and  that  said 
rates  shall  be  considered  as  the  fair  annual  rent  of  said  prop- 
erty during  said  periods. 

3.  It  is  admitted,  that  the  charter  of  the  Agricultural 
Bank  lias  been  adjudged  forfeited  under  the  laws  of  Missis- 
sippi, and  that  the  defendant,  Elijah  Peale,  is  the  trustee 
appointed  under,  and  by  virtue  of  said  laws,  to  represent  the 
said  corporation. 

4.  It  is  admitted,  that  the  claim  sued  on,  was,  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  presented  to  the  commissioners 
appointed  in  Mississippi,  to  audit  and  allow  claims  against 
said  bank,  to  wit,  to  J.  A.  Van  Dalsen  and  C.  L.  Dubuisson, 
and  they  were  'requested  to  audit  and  allow  the  same,  r«oiTA 
but  that  they  refused  to  audit,  allow,  or  in  any  way  ^ 
recognize  the  same. 

5.  It  is  admitted,  that  the  claim  sued  on,  was,  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  presented  to  the  defendant,  as 
trustee  of  said  Agricultural  Bank,  and  he  was  requested  to 
allow  the  same  as  a  just  and  valid  claim  against  said  bank ; 
but  that  said  defendant,  as  trustee  as  aforesaid,  refused  to 
admit,  recognize,  or  allow  said  claim,  or  any  part  thereof. 

6.  It  is  admitted,  that  the  fees  of  counsel  employed  by  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  prosecution  of  the  suit  of  ejectment  against 
the  Agricultural  Bank,  for  the  recovery  of  said  City  Hotel, 
in  the  Circiiit  Court  and  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
exceeded  in  value  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  and 
that  said  sum  of  $2000  would  be  a  reasonable  fee  for  the 
conduct  of  said  suit  from  its  commencement  to  its  termi- 
nation. 

It  is  admitted,  that  the  furniture  of  house,  &c.,  on  the 
premises,  formed  part  of  the  rent  in  the  proportion  of  one 
fourth  to  three  fourths  thereof. 

It  is  admitted,  that  the  charter  of  the  bank  was  declared 
forfeited  bylaw,  and  the  assets  of  the  bank  put  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  defendant,  who  still  holds  the  same  as  trustee  or 
representative.  Ro.  Mott,  Attorney. 

Prentiss  &  Finney,  For  Planitifft. 

It  is  further  admitted,  that  the  Agricultural  Bank  had 
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stopped  specie  payments  previous  to  the  time  of  the  forfeiture 
of  the  charter,  and  did  not  afteiwaids  leaiime. 

Prentiss  &  Finney,  Plaintifft"  Attomeyt. 

In  January,  1849,  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  when  the 
Circuit  Court  decreed,  that  the  plaintifTa  do  recover  from 
Peale  the  sum  of  $^20,058.  with  interest  at  6  per  cent,  until 
paid;  and  that  they  should  have  execution  upon  the  assets  of 
the  bank,  which  were  then,  or  might  be  thereafter,  in  the 
hands  of  the  trustee. 

From  this  decree,  Peale  appealed  and  brought  the  case  up 
to  this  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Lawrence,  for  the  pl^ntiff  in  error, 
and  Mr.  Taylor,  for  the  defendaute  in  error. 

Only  that  point  will  be  mentioned  upon  which  the  judgment 
of  this  court  turned. 

Mr.  Lawrence  contended,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that  the 
action  a^inst  Peale,  who  was  a  mere  oflicer  of  the  Adams 
County  Court,  Mississippi,  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  the 
assete  of  a  bank  in  course  of  liquidiition,  could  not  be  main- 
tained in  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  for  Louisiana.  If 
"tin  ^^  'plaintiff  wished  to  biiug  suit,  indepeudent  of  the 
-I  proceedings  in  the  Adams  County  Court,  the  suit 
should  have  been  brought  against  the  corporation  in  its  cor- 
porate name.  Hutch.  Dig.,  §  10,  11,  act  1840.  p.  326;  §  8, 
act  1843,  p.  328;  act  February  28,  1846,  p.  382;  6  How. 
(Miss.),  674. 

Mr.  Taylor.,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

The  second  ground  of  exception  is  partly  based  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  affairs  of  the  Agricultural  Bank  were 
administered  by  the  trustee  Peale,  because  of  the  declared 
insolvency  of  the  bank.  This  is  neither  admitted,  nor  proved 
to  be  true  ;  and,  in  fact,  the  affairs  of  the  bank  were  takeji 
from  the  mani^ement  of  her  own  officers,  because  those  ofli- 
eel's  had  violated  the  laws  of  its  existence,  whereby  it  ceased 
to  exist.  But  it  does  not  follow,  as  a  necessary  consequence, 
that  because  the  charter  of  the  bank  was  declared,  by  the 
Cireuit  Court  of  Adams  County,  to  have  been  forfeited,  or 
because  its  affiaii-s  were  put  in  liquidation  by  the  order  of  that 
court,  or  because  Mr.  Peale  was  appointed  trustee  by  that 
court,  no  court  but  the  Cireuit  Court  of  Adaraa  County  can 
entertain  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  against  him,  as  trustee.  An 
administrator  or  executor  is  appointed  to  represent  the  estate 
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of  A  person  deceased,  after  the  Probate  Court  lias  found  or 
adjudged  the  fact  of  his  death,  and  put  his  afiairs  into  a  course 
of  liquidation  in  the  same  munner.  Such  executors  are  liable 
to  be  sued  in  any  court  wJiatever ;  and  even  in  cases  where 
the  State  laws  provide  expressly  that  they  shall  not  be  sued, 
except  in  the  court  by  which  they  are  appointed,  they  are  held 
liable  to  answer  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court,  notwith- 
standinesucb  special  exemption  made  by  the  Stat«  law.  See 
case  oiJJupuy  v.  Bemits,  where  this  question  is  fully  argued, 
(2  La.  Ann.,  509)  ;  and  case  of  Erwin  v.  Lowry,  (7  How., 
172-181,)  reviewing  and  approving  the  doctrines,  and  even 
the  reasonings,  of  the  LouiBiaoa  court ;  and  also  14  Pet.,  75, 
examining  the  same  questions ;  all  settling  the  doctrine  that 
even  where  the  representative  of  au  estate  is  suable  only  in 
hia  own  court  by  the  State  law,  he  may  yet  be  sued  in  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court,  and  there  be  held  to  answer,  and 
compelled  to  pay  a  debt  of  the  succession,  because,  in  every 
case  of  a  conflict  between  the  laws  made  by  Congress  (in  ac- 
cordance with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States)  and  the 
acts  of  a  State  Legislature,  the  State  laws  must  yield.  We 
believe,  that,  in  Mississippi,  other  courts  besides  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Adams  County,  could  have  entertained  jurisdiction 
of  a  suit  against  this  trustee,  in  his  said  capacity ;  and  that 
even  if  it  were  shown  that,  by  the  i)08itive  requirement  of  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Mississippi,  suit  could  have  been  brought 
against  *Peale  only  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Adams  ranYQ 
County,  which  appointed  him,  we  could,  notwithstand-  '■ 
ing  such  requirement,  sue  Mr.  Peale,  as  trustee,  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States. 

We  also  submit  to  the  court  whether  the  third  and  eighth 
admissions  of  counsel,  found  on  the  seventh  page  of  the 
printed  record,  do  not  admit  that  the  plaintiff  in  error,  Mr. 
Peale,  is  the  proper  person  to  be  sued  for,  and  on  account  of, 
the  debts  due  by  the  bank,  because  if,  as  admitted,  the  bank 
itself  had  ceased  to  exist,  and  Mr.  Peale  was  in  the  actual 
possession  of  all  its  assets,  and  was  its  representative,  he  is 
the  only  person  who  can  be  sued  on  account  of  the  liabilities 
of  the  bank.  We  think  the  admissions  themselves  afford 
good  ground  for  overruling  the  ezceptioD. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

This  suit  was  brought  by  the  defendants  in  error  i^inst 
the  plaintiff  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Louisiana. 

The  proceeding  was  by  petition  in  the  usnal  form  of  Louis- 
S97 


372  SUPBEUE  COURT. 

Peale  a.  Fhippa  et  &1. 

iana  practice.  It  states  that  the  plaintiff  in  error,  in  the 
capacity  of  trustee  and  assignee  of  the  President,  Directors, 
and  Company  of  the  Agricultural  Bauk  of  Mississippi,  which 
was  located,  until  the  term  of  its  dissolution  at  Natchez,  in 
the  said  State,  is  indebted  to  the  petitioners  in  the  sum  of 
$34,000,  upon  the  grounds  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

They  state  that  they  were  the  owners  of  two  undivided 
third  parts  of  a  certain  lot  in  Natchez,  in  the  county  of  Adams, 
in  the  State  of  Mississippi,  upon  which  stands  the  City  Hotel; 
that  they  were  unlawfully  expelled  from  it  by  tJie  Agricul- 
tural Bank ;  that  they  afterwards  recovered  buck  the  posses- 
sion by  an  action  of  ejectment  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Mississippi ;  and 
that  they  are  entitled  to  the  sum  above  mentioned,  against 
the  bank,  for  dam^es  and  mesne  profits  while  the  bank  held 
them  out  of  possession  together  with  the  costs  they  incurred 
in  the  suit  te  recover  it. 

They  further  state,  that  by  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Adams  County,  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  the 
premises,  the  charter  of  the  Agricultural  Batik  wau  declared 
forfeited,  and  the  corporation  dissolved ;  and  that  Peale,  the 

Elaintiff  in  error,  was  appointed  trustee  and  assignee  of  the 
ank,  and  is  the  sole  legal  representative  of  the  corporation ; 
and  they  aver,  that  by  operation  of  law  all  the  assete  of  the 
corporation  are  vested  in  him  as  assignee,  iind  that  he  became 
legally  liable  te  the  creditors  to  the  extent  of  the  assets  which 
),Qi^o-i  may  come  to  his  *han^s  ;  and  that  he  has  assets  in  his 
^  poaaeBsion,  sufficient  te  pay  all  the  debts  of  the  corpo- 
ration. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  filed  sundry  exceptions  and  an 
answer  te  this  petition.  His  2d  exception  denies  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  upon  the  ground  that,  as  trustee  for  the 
bank,  he  is  not  amenable  to  any  other  court  than  the  one 
that  appointed  him.  As  we  think  this  exception  decisive 
against  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Louisiana,  it 
is  not  necessary  in  this  opinion  to  set  out  the  other  excep- 
tions, or  to  notice  the  claims  he  set  up  by  the  way  of  answer 
and  reconvention,  if  his  exceptions  were  overruled. 

There  is  an  agreement  between  the  counsel  of  the  respec- 
tive parties,  which  admits  substantially  the  facta  stated  in  the 
petition,  as  respects  the  possession  and  recovery  of  the  hotel 
in  the  suit  in  ejectment,  and  the  appointment  of  plaintiff  in 
error  as  trustee  upon  the  forfeiture  of  the  charter  of  the 
bank ;  and  also  that  the  defendants  had  presented  this  clum 
to  the  commissioners  appointed  in  Mississippi  to  audit  claims 
against  the  bank,  and  that  they  had  refused  to  allow  it. 
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There  are  other  admissioDS,  in  relation  to  the  annual  value  of 
the  lot  aud  hotel,  and  the  coats  and  exj^nses  of  the  suit  in 
ejectment,  and  also  in  relation  to  other  things  wliich  are  not 
material  to  this  decision,  and  need  not  therefore  be  particu- 
larly stated.  The  case  proceeded ;  and  at  the  hearing  of  the 
exceptions  they  were  all  overruled,  and  a  decree  was  finally 
passed  i^inst  Peiile  as  trustee  aud  representative  of  the 
President,  Directors,  and  Cumpauy  of  the  Agricultural  Bank, 
directing  him  to  pay  to  the  {>etitioners  the  sum  of  $20,0S8, 
with  interest  thereon  ut  the  rate  of  five  per  cent,  until  paid — 
and  that  the  petitionei-s  have  execution  therefor,  upon  the 
property,  assets,  goods  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits  of  the 
said  President,  Directors,  and  Company  of  the  Agricultural 
Bank  of  Mississippi,  then  in  the  hands  of  the  said  Peale,  as 
trustee,  or  which  might  thereafter  come  to  his  hands. 

It  is  to  revise  this  judgment  that  the  present  writ  of  error 
is  brought. 

The  power,  duties,  and  responsibilities  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  as  trustee,  are  regulated  by  the  laws  of  Mississippi. 

The  act  of  1843  makes  it  the  duty  of  every  district  attor- 
ney in  the  State,  whenever  he  has  good  reason  to  believe  that 
any  incorporated  bank,  located  in  his  district,  has  done  any 
thing  that  would  work  a  forfeiture  of  its  charter,  to  file  an 
information  against  the  bank  in  the  Cii'cuit  Court  of  the 
county  in  which  it  is  situated ;  and  if,  upon  the  trial,  the 
charter  is  adjudged  to  be  forfeited,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  appoint  one  or  more  trustees  to  take  charge  of  its 
books  and  'assets,  and  to  collect  the  debts  and  sell  the  rtmA 
property  of  the  bank,  and  apply  the  proceeds  in  the  '- 
manner  which  may  he  directed  by  law  to  the  payment  of  the 
debts  due  from  the  corporation.  And  the  trustee  is  required 
to  give  bond  and  security,  to  be  approved  by  the  court,  for 
the  faithful  discliarge  of  this  duty. 

The  act  of  1846  contains  more  detailed  provisions  on  this 
subject.  Among  others,  it  directs  the  trustee  to  return, 
under  oath,  to  the  court  by  which  he  is  appointed,  an  inven- 
tory of  all  the  property  and  evidences  of  debt  which  shall 
have  come  into  his  possession ;  and  is  afterwards,  under  the 
direction  of  the  court,  to  sell  the  same  at  public  auction,  and 
render  an  account  of  the  sale  so  made  to  the  court. 

The  act  of  1846  also  directs,  that  at  the  term  at  which  judg- 
ment of  forfeiture  ia  rendered,  the  court  shall  appoint  three 
commissioners  to  audit  claims  against  the  corporation  ;  and  it 
is  made  their  duty  to  report  their  proceedings  to  the  court  at 
the  fiist  term  after  the  expiration  of  twelve  months  allowed 
fur  the  iirescnliition  «f  claims;  ut  which  time  all  exceptions 
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to  the  report  are  to  be  heard  and  determined,  and  the  court 
thereupon  required  to  direct  the  distribution  of  the  mouey  iu 
the  hands  of  the  trustee,  to  be  made  in  the  order  prescribed 
by  the  law. 

It  was  under  these  acts  of  the  lenslature  of  Mississippi, 
that  the  charter  of  the  Agricultural  Bank  was  declared  for- 
feited, and  the  pluiiitifT  in  error  appointed  trustee.  Com- 
missioners also,  it  appeai-s,  were  at  the  same  time  appointed 
to  audit  the  accounts,  who  rejected  this  claim.  Upon  their 
refusal  to  allow  it,  the  defendants  in  error  instituted  these 
proceedings  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Louisiaua. 

We  see  no  ground  upon  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  can  be  sustained.  The  plaintiff  in  error  held  the  asseta 
of  the  bank  as  the  agent  and  receiver  of  the  Court  of  Adams 
County,  and  subject  to  its  order,  and  was  not  authorized  to 
dispose  of  the  assets,  or  to  pay  any  debts  due  from  the  bank, 
except  by  the  order  of  the  court.  He  bad  given  a  bond  for 
the  performance  of  this  duty,  and  would  be  liable  to  an 
action,  if  he  paid  any  claim  without  the  authority  of  the 
court  from  which  he  received  hie  appointment,  and  to  which 
tie  was  accountable.  The  property,  in  legal  contemplation, 
was  in  the  custody  of  the  court  of  which  he  was  the  officer, 
and  had  been  placed  there  by  the  laws  of  Mississippi.  And 
while  it  thus  remained  in  the  custody  and  possession  of  that 
court,  awaiting  its  order  and  decision,  no  other  court  had  a 
right  to  interfere  with  it,  or  to  wrest  it  from  the  hands  of  its 
agent,  and  thereby  put  it  out  of  his  power  to  perform  hie 
duty.  The  case  falls  within  the  principle  decided  by  this 
court  in  Vaughn  v.  Northrop,  (15  Pet.,  1,}  in  which  it  was 
,„-c-|  "held,  that  an  administrator  could  not  be  sued  in 
■I  another  State  for  a  debt  due  from  his  intestate,  be- 
cause he  is  hound  to  account  for  all  the  assets  he  receives,  to 
the  proper  tribunals  of  the  government  from  which  he 
derives  his  authority.  And  that  decision  wae  made  in  a  case 
where  the  assets,  by  reason  of  which  the  administrator  was 
sought  to  be  charged,  were  received  in  the  juiisdiction  of  the 
government  in  which  the  suit  was  brought  against  him,  but 
in  which  he  had  not  taken  out  letters  of  administration. 

The  case  of  Williama  v.  Benedict  and  others,  (8  How., 
107,)  is  still  more  in  point.  By  a  law  of  Mississippi,  if  it 
appeared  to  the  Orphans'  Court,  that  the  estate  of  a  de- 
censed  person  was  insolvent,  it  was  made  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  direct  the  property  to  be  sold  by  the  executor  or 
administrator,  and  to  appoint  commissioners  to  audit  tbe 
claims  of  creditors ;  and  to  distribute  tbe  proceeds  of  the 
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property  (after  deducting  the  expenses  of  the  last  sickness 
and  funeral  expenses)  among  the  creditors,  in  proportion  to 
the  sum  due  to  them  respectively. 

The  appellant  was  the  administrator  of  an  intestate  whose 
estate  had  been  declared  to  be  insolvent  by  the  Orphans' 
CouH.  But  the  appellees  had  obtained  a  judgment  against 
the  administrator  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Northern  District  of  Mississippi,  before  the  adjudica- 
tion  of  insolvency  by  the  Orphans'  Court  —  and  issued  an 
execution,  and  laid  it  upon  property  upon  which  hie  judg- 
ment was  a  lien,  in  case  the  estate  was  not  insolvent.  And, 
upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  appellant  to  obtain  an  injunction 
staying  proceedings  upon  this  execution,  the  appellees  in- 
sisted that  the  estate  was  not  insolvent,  but  had  been  wasted 
by  the  administrator,  and  that  the  proceedings  in  the  Or- 
phans' Court,  under  the  law  of  Mississippi,  were  no  bar  to 
his  recovery  in  a  court  of  the  United  States.  And  the  Dis- 
trict Court  was  of  that  opinion,  and  dismissed  the  appellant's 
bill.  But  the  decree  was  reversed  by  this  court  upon  the 
ground  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Orphans'  Court  had  at- 
tached to  the  assets,  and  that  they  were  in  gremio  legi»,  and 
could  not  be  seized  by  process  from  another  court. 

And  in  the  case  of  Wii<wall  v.  Sampson's  Lessee,  decided 
at  the  present  term,  the  court  held  that  where  certain  lands 
were  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  appointed  by  the  Chancery 
Court  of  Alabama,  in  a  case  pending  before  it,  they  could 
not  be  sold  by  the  marahal  upon  process  of  execution,  issu- 
ing out  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  for  that 
district,  although  the  judgment  upon  which  the  process 
issued,  was  a  lien  upon  the  land,  and  the  execution  was  laid 
before  the  receiver  obtained  actual  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty. In  the  case  of  Erwin  v.  Lowry,  (7  How.,  181,)  re- 
ferred to  in  the  argument  of  the  "counsel  for  the  raoTi^ 
defendants  in  error,  the  i)roceedings  in  the  Court  of  ^ 
the  United  States  were  merely  to  enfoi-ce  a  lien  created  by 
the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  and  consequently  could  not  inter- 
fere with  the  duties  of  the  curat<jr,  or  the  authority  of  the 
State  Court,  under  which  he  was  acting,  and  to  which  he 
was  bound  to  account. 

It  is  suggested,  also,  in  the  argument,  that  the  clum  in 
reconvention  made  in  the  answer,  is  a  waiver  of  the  exce(>- 
tion  to  the  jurisdiction;  beciiuse  the  claim  in  reconvention 
necessarily  admits  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  But  the 
article  in  the  code  of  practice,  and  the  case  referred  to,  do 
not  support  the  objection.  The  claim  in  reconvention  is  in 
express  terms,  made  in  case  the  exception  to  the  jurisdiction 
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IB  overnilecl,  and  not  otherwise.  It  is  made  conditionaUj, 
the  party  at  the  same  time  denying  the  jurisdiction  of  tbe 
court  in  the  matter  in  controveray. 

Moreover,  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition  of  the  defend- 
ants in  error,  show  that  the  Circuit  Court  of  Louisiana  had 
no  jurisdiction.  And  where  that  is  the  case,  the  general  rule 
in  all  legal  proceedings  is,  that  the  defendant  may  avail  him- 
self of  the  objection  in  any  stage  of  the  proceedings.  We 
see  nothing  in  the  code  of  practice  that  leads  us  to  suppose 
that  a  different  rule  prevails  in  the  courts  of  Louisiana.  And 
if  it  does,  yet  the  exception  to  the  jurisdiction  was  in  this 
case  pleaded  in  limine  when  the  plaintiff  in  error  appeared  to 
the  suit,  and  the  conditional  claim  in  reconvention  cannot, 
by  any  just  construction  of  its  terms,  be  held  to  be  a  waiver 
of  the  plea. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  must  therefore  be  re- 
veroed,  and  a  mandate  issued  directing  the  judgment  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Louisiana,  and  was  argued  by  counsel. 
On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  and  ad- 
judged, by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  Circuit 
Court,  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed, 
with  costs,  and  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
remanded  to  the  said  Circuit  Court,  with  directions  to  enter 
judgment  in  fovor  of  the  plaintiff  in  error. 


,„Y71   'JIaTTHBW   CUNHIHGHAM,   PLAINTIFF  IN   ERROR,  V. 

J      Mary  W.   W.    Ashley,    executrix   and   sole 

LBOATBE  OF  CHESTER  ASHLEY,  DB0EA8ED,  AND  WiLLIAH 

E.  Ashley,  Frances  A.  Ashley,  (now  Frances  A. 
Freeman,)  and  Henry  W.  Ashley,  by  Mary  W.  W. 
Ashley,  his  guardian,  heirs  at  law  of  said  Ches- 
ter Ashley,  deceased,  and  Roswbll  Bbebe. 

On  the  26th  of  December,  1824,  Ounuiagham  spplied  to  the  Und-nfflce  at 
BatesTilla,  in  Arkansas,  to  become  the  purchaaer  of  a  quarter  BectioD  of 
land  under  a  Cherokee  certificate  which  had  become  vested  in  him. 

Thli  a^Ucation  wai  retiued,  npon  the  gronnd  that  two  New  Madrid  certifl- 
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cates  bad  been  laid  upon  the  land  In  1820.  The  right  under  these  certifl- 
catei  «M  claimed  hy  AfIiIi-.v. 

In  1830,  Cimmngham  saiil  LliuL  Ummbach  had  an  improTemeDt  on  the  same 
quarter  section,  which  liruiiibaoh  assigned  to  Asble;.  The  law  aanclioned 
the  division  of  a  quarter  Eeirlion,  under  such  circuniarance«. 

In  1831,  Cunningbam  claimed  a  preemption  right  under  tlie  act  of  29th  Maj, 
1830.  The  claims  under  this  act,  and  under  tbe  Cherokee  float  were  not 
inconaislent  with  each  other. 

Id  1838,  two  floats  were  entered  upon  the  same  quarter  section,  viz.  r  one  by 
Plummer,  for  the  east  half  of  it,  under  the  act  of  1880,  and  the  supple- 
mental act  of  1832  ;  the  other  for  the  west  half  by  Jenbeau,  under  the  act 
of  1834,  and  the  circular  of  tlie  General  Land-Offlce  of  18ST.  Patents 
were  imued,  and  the  title  became  vested  in  Ashley. 

The  title  of  Cunmngham  is  better  than  that  derived  from  these  floats.  Thu 
title  under  the  New  Madrid  certificates  is  not  decided  in  this  case,  or 
affected  in  any  way  by  the  decision.  Cunningham  is  therefore  entitled  to 
the  half  of  the  quarter  section  wliich  he  claimed  separately  from  Brum- 

The  patents  obtained  by  Ashley  and  Beebe,  being  founded  upon  entries  which 
were  void,  are  void  also,  so  far  as  they  interfere  with  the  pKemptive  right 
of  Cunningham,' 

Thib  case  was  broi^ht  up  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Arkansas,  by  a  writ  of  error  issued  under  the  25th 
section  of  the  Judiciary  Act. 

The  facts  in  the  case  were  numerous  and  complicated,  and 
a  statement  of  the  principal  ones  is  given  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court.  It  would  not  throw  light  upon  any  general  prin- 
ciple if  the  reporter  were  to  give  a  more  particular  account 
of  the  long  series  of  acts  whicn  the  respective  parties  consid- 
ered to  be  the  foundation  of  their  respective  titles.  Nor 
would  it  be  possible  to  explain  the  arguments  of  counsel, 
commenting  on  contradictory  testimony,  without  a  previous 
and  detail^  history  of  the  triinsactimm  of  twenty  yeai-s. 
One  of  the  briefs  filed  in  the  cause  was  upwards  of  seventy 
printed  pages.  The  opinion  of  the  court  has  given  a  selection 
of  the  leading  facts  in  the  case,  so  that  its  merits  upon  both 
sides  can  be  clearly  understood. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Lawrence  and  Mr.  Pike,  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  and  hy  Mr.  Bradley  and  Mr.  Joknton,  for 
the  defendants  in  error. 

•Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  the  opinion  of  tbe  r«3Y8 
court.  '■ 

A  writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Arkansas,  brings 


8;  Lytie  v.  Siatt  of  Arkan, 

208;  ffBrim  r.  Pirr/,.  1  Black,  139;     J-  ifimng  Co.,  2  Uuh  T,,  208. 

lAndttv  y.  Havxi,  2  I^,,  567 ;  Gibtoa  t. 

408 


878  SUPREME    COURT. 

Cimninghtin  c.  Aaliley  et  al. 

this  eiuie  in  Chancery  before  us,  under  the  twenty-fifth  sec- 
tion of  ^lie  Judiciary  Act. 

On  the  25th  of  December,  1824,  Matthew  Cunninghitin,  by 
his  attorney,  applied  to  the  Register  of  the  Land-Office  at 
Batesville,  in  Arkansas,  to  become  the  purchaser  of  the  south- 
east quarter  of  section  three,  in  township  one,  north,  and  iji 
range  twelve,  west  of  the  fifth  principal  meridian,  south  of 
the  Arkansas  River;  by  virtue  of  a  certificate  (No,  23) 
gi-anted  by  the  Register  of  the  said  land  district,  to  William 
Wylee,  assignee  of  William  MoniBon,  under  the  act  of  26th 
May,  1824. 

That  act  pi-ovided  tJiat  every  person,  entitled  to  the  right 
of  preemption  by  law,  in  the  tract  of  country  north  of  the 
Arkansas  River,  wiiich  was  ceded  to  the  Cherokees,  should 
be  authorized,  in  lieu  thereof,  to  enter  with  the  above 
Register,  any  tract,  in  the  Lawrenceville  district,  on  which 
he  may  have  made  improvements,  previously  to  the  passage 
of  the  act ;  or,  on  any  unimproved  tract,  within  the  district, 
the  sale  of  which  is  authorized  by  law. 

By  several  mesne  assignments,  the  right  of  the  Cherokee 
certificate  was  vested  in  Cunningham,  and  the  land  he  pro> 
posed  to  enter,  was,  by  law,  authorized  to  be  sold.  The 
agent  of  the  complainant  informed  the  Register  and  Receiver 
that  he  had  the  money,  and  was  desirous  of  paying  for  the 
land ;  but,  after  consultation  between  the  officers,  he  was 
informed  the  entry  would  not  be  permitted.  The  ground  of 
this  rejection  was  not  stated  at  tlie  time,  nor  entered  upon 
the  records  of  either  office.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  from 
the  facts  in  the  case,  which  appear  in  the  correspondence  of 
the  General  Land-Office,  and  otherwise,  that  the  application 
to  make  the  entry  was  rejected,  on  the  gronnd  that  the  land 
was  covered  by  New  Madrid  locations.  And  it  appears  that 
two  New  Madrid  certificates  had  been  laid  on  the  quai-ter 
section ;  one  on  the  19tli  of  April,  1820,  and  the  other  on  the 
1st  of  May,  of  the  same  year. 

On  the  27th  of  May,  1831,  the  complainant  claimed  the 
right  of  preemption  to  the  same  quarter  section,  under  the 
act  of  the  29th  of  May,  1830.  Being  duly  sworn,  he  stated, 
"that,  in  the  year  1829,  he  had  in  cultivation  about  four 
acres,  in  corn  and  vegetables,  on  the  land,  and  had  been  in 
{Kissession  of  it  near  ten  years;  was  in  p<issession  of  it  the 
29tb  of  May,  1830,  and  still  occupied  it."  Several  other 
witnesses  proved  the  same  facts,  and  one  of  them  .states,  that 
he  saw  the  complainant  put  down  on  the  counter  about  two 
hundred  dollars,  and  informed  th«  Receiver  that  it  was 
offered  in  payment  of  the  land. 
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In  the  record,  there  ia  a  list  of  the  preemptions  allowed,  at 
•the  Land-Office  at  Batesville,  by  H.  Boswell  and  J.  |«QiT(j 
Rodman,  late  Register  and  Receiver,  from  the  8th  of  '■ 
January,  1831,  to  the  30th  of  June,  in  the  same  year,  as 
appears  from  the  paj^eia  of  that  office.  In  that  list,  the  name 
of  Matthew  Cunningham  stands  first,  as  having  entered  the 
south-east  quarter  of  section  three,  firat  township,  uortli, 
twelfth  range,  west.  It  ia  certified  by  Townsend  Diclcineon, 
Register.  On  this  paper  the  word  "  rejected  "  is  found,  but 
by  whom  written,  and  for  what  purpose,  does  not  appear  on 
the  i»aper.  The  names  of  H.  Boawell  and  J.  Rodman  are 
under  the  word  "  rejected " ;  and  several  of  the  witnesses 
state,  that  the  word  "  rejected,"  or  "  allowed,"  was  indoi-sed 
on  the  envelop  of  preemption  papers,  as  the  decision  of  the 
land-officei-s  was  made. 

In  the  list  is  the  name  of  Nathan  Cloyes,  claiming  the  pre- 
emption light  to  the  north-west  fractional  quarter  of  section 
two,  in  township  one,  north  of  range  twelve,  the  claim  to 
which  was  decreed  to  his  lieirs,  in  Lytle  et  al.  v.  The  State  of 
Arka7i8a$  et  aU  9  How.,  828. 

There  ia,  also,  in  the  record,  a  certificate  of  Samuel  W. 
Rutherford,  Register  of  the  Land-Office  at  Little  Rock,  where 
the  papers  of  the  Batesville  officers  are  deposited,  dated  the 
27th  of  December,  1837,  which  states  "  that  Matthew  Cun- 
ningham was  allowed,  at  the  Land-Office  at  Batesville,  (Law- 
renceville  land  district,)  a  preemption  claim  on  the  south-east 
quarter  of  section  three,  township  one,  north  range  twelve, 
west,  as  appears  from  the  papers  furnished  this  office  from 
the  Land-Office  at  Batesville,  as  having  been  allowed  said 
Cunningham,  prior  to  the  80th  of  June,  of  the  same  year." 
The  year  referred  to  waa  1831,  as  stated  in  the  above  list  of 
preemption  claims. 

Various  efforts  were  made  by  the  complainant,  at  the 
Land-Office  at  Batesville,  and  at  the  General  Land-Office,  at 
Washington,  to  procure  a  full  recognition  of  his  preemption 
claim.  Appeals  on  the  subject  were  made  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  and  to  the  Attorney-General,  all  of  which 
resulted  in  the  denial  of  his  claim,  on  the  gi'ound  that  the 
quarter  section  was  not  subject  to  a  preemptive  right,  by 
reason  of  the  prior  New  Madrid  locations. 

It  appears,  from  the  record,  that  at  the  Land-OfRce  at 
Little  Rock,  on  the  6th  of  June,  1838,  there  was  entered,  by 
"Samuel  Plnniiner,  by  virtue  of  his  preemption  float,  under 
the  act  of  1880,  and  the  supplemental  act  of  1832,  the  east 
half  of  the  south-east  quarter  of  fractional  section  three, 
Boatfa  of  the  Arkansas  Iliver,  in  township  one,  north  of  range 
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twelve,  west,  containing  eighty  acres,  &c.,  as  per  certificate 
granted  to  him.  No,  3549,"  And  that,  on  the  same  day, 
"Mary  L.  Jenbeau  entered,  by  virtue  of  her  preemptioD 
,„„_,  float,  under  the  act  of  1834,  and  'circular  of  the 
^""■l  General  Land-Office,  of  the  9th  of  June,  1837,  the 
west  half  of  the  south-east  quarter  of  section  three,  in  town- 
ship one,  north  of  rauge  twelve,  west,  &;c.,  as  per  certificate 
granted  to  her.  No.  3554." 

In  their  aiiawera,  the  defendants  say,  "that  they  caused 
application  to  he  made  by  legal  and  valid  floating  ]jic'iiniption 
rights,  fully  anthorized  by  law,  to  locate  and  enter  aiiid  south- 
east quarter  of  section  three,  the  Kanie  being  then  vacant 
public  land,  and  liable,  by  law  to  be  entered  by  such  floating 
rights;  and  this  defendant  (Ashley),  in  conjunction  with 
said  Beebe,  caused  the  same  to  be  entered,  on  the  east  half  in 
the  name  of  Samuel  Plummer,  and  the  west  half  in  the  name 
of  Mary  L.  Jenbeau,"  &e.  "  Which  said  floating  preemption 
rights  were  located,  entered,  and  transferred,  according  to 
law  and  all  the  lawful  rules  and  regulations  of  the  General 
Land-Office ;  and  were  duly  patented  to  said  Beehe,  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  on  the  25th  of  September, 
1839." 

On  the  26th  of  December,  1838,  the  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land-Office,  required  the  land-officers  at  Little  Rock 
to  inform  him,  "  why  entries  3549  and  3554,  with  two  others, 
were  permitted  to  be  made  on  land  already  occupied  by  prior 
claims  long  since  located,  and  against  the  validity  of  which 
this  nfBce  possesses  no  evidence.'  h\  reply,  dated  30th  Jan- 
uary, 1839,  the  land-officers  stated,  that  the  entries  were  per- 
mitted "  upon  the  demand  of  Koswell  Beebe,  and  the  several 
allegations  made  by  him,  setting  forth  and  showing,  conclu- 
sively,  that  the  Treasury  Department  had  disallowed  the  pre- 
emption claims  under  the  act  of  1814,  uyon  all  the  lands 
south  of  the  Arkansas  River,  ceded  by  the  Quapaw  treaties 
of  1818,  and  1824,"  &c.  And  they  say,  "The  original  plat 
of  survey  embracing  those  entries,  was,  at  the  time,  complete, 
and  represented  the  subdivisional  lines,  and  the  number  of 
acres  correapondtng  respectively  witli  those  certificates  of 
entry ;  and  there  was  no  evidence  of  record  on  file,  in  either 
of  our  offices,  to  show  that  these  lands  were  ever  regularly 
entered,  or  located,  and  due  return  made  thereof,  according  to 
law,  except  such  evidence  as  was  exhibited  by  the  preemp- 
tion, abstract  from  Batesville,  under  the  act  of  1814,  and  the 
coloring  of  the  plat.  The  capitnl  of  the  State  of  Arkansas  ia 
built  upon  a  portion  of  these  lands,  at  a  cost  of  some  seventy 
thousand  doIlarB,  or  more.  Tlie  corporate  authorities  of  tbe 
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city  of  Little  Rock,  as  well  as  tlie  inhabitants,  all  hold  under 
conveyances  derived  from,  as  under  the  preemption  claim, 
and  against  the  New  Madrid  claims,  either  by  a  compromise 
made  Dj  the  respective  clainiautfi  about  the  year  1821,  or,  by 
the  decision  of  the  land-officers  at  Batesville,  of  which  we  are 
not  particularly  informed.  All  parties,  within  the  limits  of 
the  "city,  we  believe,  are  fully  satisfied  tliat  these  en-  r.qai 
tries  which  embrace  it  will  cuie  the  defects  in  tlieir  *- 
titles,  as  no  dissatisfaction  is  believed  to  exist  with  any  one 
interested  iu  the  question.  Those  entries  were  therefore  al- 
lowed by  U8  upon  due  reflection,  under  the  belief  that  we 
were  acting  correctly  in  tlie  faithful  dischai^e  of  our  duties ; 
and  by  which  the  individuals  who  supposed  they  rightfully 
claimed  those  lands,  will  be  enabled  to  obtain  a  perfect  title, 
and  thereby  save  and  protect  the  rights  and  titles  of  the  nu- 
merous pei-sous  claiming  nnder  them,  and  to  whom  they  are 
bound  by  obligation  or  deed." 

In  a  letter  from  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land- 
Office,  dated  the  24th  of  September,  1839,  to  the  Register  and 
Receiver  at  Little  Rock,  he  says,  "  Your  letter  in  reference 
to  certain  tracts  of  land  located  by  floats  3549  and  S554,  under 
the  act  of  the  Idth  of  June,  1834,  has  been  received;"  and 
he  remarks,  "  after  an  attentive  and  careful  examination  of 
all  the  questions  connected  with  the  diiferent  claims  preferred 
to  the  land  above  referred  to,  this  office,  on  the  18th  instant, 
transmitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  i^reeably  to 
his  request,  all  the  papers  in  reference  to  the  case,  with  an 
opinion  of  this  office  in  favor  of  a  confirmation  of  these  iloats, 
regarding  the  bond  filed  by  Koswell  Beetie,  as  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  spirit  of  the  circular  of  11th  of  October, 
1837;  and  I  have  this  day  received  from  him  a  communica- 
tion concurring  in  that  opinion.  Patents  will,  therefore, 
issue  for  certificates  8549  and  3554,  and  two  other  numbers 
stated." 

The  circular  referred  to  by  the  Commissioner,  in  the  above 
letter  of  the  11th  of  October,  1837,  contains  the  following 
sentences :  "  The  President  of  the  United  States  has  directed 
that,  until  the  further  action  of  Congress  thereon,  the  rights 
of  preemption  of  eighty  acres  of  land  elsewhere,  usually  called 
floating  rights,  granted  by  the  second  section  of  the  act  of 
Congress,  approved  May  29th,  1830,  which  act  was  revived 
and  continued  by  the  act  approved  June  19th,  1834,  and 
which,  also,  as  you  were  informed  by  my  circular  of  June  9th, 
1837,  is  for  certain  purposes  therein  stated,  still  in  force; 
shall  be  restricted  in  their  location  to  unimproved  and  vacant 
public  land." 
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"  You  are  therefore  instructed  not  to  permit  the  entry,  by 
virtue  of  a  floating  right,  of  any  tract  on  which  there  ia  a  cul- 
tivation, improvement,  settlement,  or  occupant,  unless  the 
owner  of  the  float  shall  first  produce  to  you  the  written  con- 
sent thereto,  of  the  person  or  persons  claiming  the  same  im- 
provement, cultivatiou,  settlement,  or  occupancy,  attested  by 
two  witnesses." 

The  second  section  of  the  act  of  the  2dth  of  May,  1830, 
provides,  "  that  where  two  persons  are  settled  upon  the  same 
quarter  section,  each  may  receive  a  preemption  for  eighty 
•3821  ^'^^^^■'  ^^^  ^  "right  to  enter  eighty  acres  elsewhere,  so 
J  as  not  to  interfere  with  other  settlers  having  a  right  of 
preference." 

In  his  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  "  in  favor  of 
a  conflrmation  of  the  above  floats,"  the  Commissioner  says, 
"the  claim  of  Matthew  Cunningham,  under  the  act  of  26th 
of  May,  1824,  has  hitherto  been  disposed  of";  and  further, 
"that  the  claims  of  Christian  Brumbach  and  Matthew  Cun- 
ningham, under  the  preemption  act  of  29th  May,  1830,  have 
no  validity.  The  report  of  the  Register  and  Receiver,  dated 
20th  July,  1839,  and  its  accompanying  papers,  together  with 
the  Receiver's  letter  of  the  25th  July,  1889,  with  the  inclo- 
sura,  show  that  no  action  had  been  had  on  the  claim  of 
Christian  Brumbach,  by  the  land-oflficera ;  that  no  tender 
of  the  purchase-money  was  made  by  him,  and  no  explanation 
can  be  given  why  his  claim  has  been  suffered  to  sleep  from 
1831  to  1839 ;  and  then  only  revived  upon  the  rejection  of 
the  claim  of  Mrs.  Backus,  for  the  same  quarter  section  under 
the  act  of  1838,  who  claims  also  to  hold  under  Brumbach's 
claim  of  the  act  of  1830.  Brumbach's  own  testimony  shows, 
also,  that  he  was  living  there  by  the  permission  of  one  of  the 
proprietors  of  the  town,  and  made  the  improvements  for  their 
benefit  under  a  contract,  and  his  deed  of  December  22d, 
1824,  accompanies  those  papers  whereby  those  improvements 
were  conveyed  to  Chester  Ashley,  one  of  the  proprietors." 

And  further  in  relation  to  Cunningham's  claim  under  the 
act  of  1824,  he  says,  it  was  rejected  under  the  opinion  of  the 
Attorney-General ;  and  remarks,  '^  there  is  a  strong  point 
i^ainst  the  validity  of  that  claim,  which  circumstances  did 
not  render  it  necessary  heretofore  to  make,  viz.,  that  as  the 
law  of  26th  May,  1824,  granted  the  privilege  of  entering 
vacant  land  only,  except  where  the  preemptor  or  his  legal 
representatives  was  desirous  of  securing  his  own  improve- 
ments made  prior  to  the  pass^e  of  the  land,  &c.,  and  he 
argues  that  Cunningham  should  not  be  permitted  to  locate 
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one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  land,  to  secure  improvementa 
OD  a  few  town  lots." 

On  the  ISth  of  July,  1839,  it  appears,  by  the  certificate  of 
the  Receiver  at  Little  Rock,  that  the  complainant  again  ten- 
dered the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars,  in  payment  of  the 
quarter  section  in  controversy. 

As  the  legal  title  to  the  land  in  controversy  is  in  the  de- 
fendants, the  right  of  the  complainant  can  be  sustained  only 
by  showing  a  paramount  equity.  This  he  has  attempted  to 
do.  But  before  we  enter  upon  this  investigation,  it  may  be 
proper  to  state,  distinctly,  the  grounds  on  which  the  title  of 
the  respective  parties  will  be  considered.  From  the  issue 
made  by  the  pleadings,  we  do  not  consider  the  Kew  Madrid 
locations,  or  any  right  under  them,  as  involved  in  the  case. 
They  were  necessarily  set  'aside,  if  not  abandoned,  by  raoso 
the  defendants,  when  they  located  their  floating  rights  ^ 
on  the  land  in  controversy,  on  which  patents  were  obtained. 
The  right  of  the  complainant  has,  from  its  origin,  been  hos- 
tile to  the  New  Madrid  claims. 

The  equity  of  the  complainant  must  rest  upon  his  occu- 
pancy and  improvement  of  the  land,  whether  he  claims  under 
the  Cherokee  warrant,  or  a  preemption  under  the  act  of  1830. 
The  defendant's  legal  title  will  be  considered  as  founded, 
exclusively  on  the  locations  made  by  the  floating  rights,  on 
which  the  patents  were  obtained. 

The  two  claims,  set  up  by  the  complainant  in  his  bill,  re- 
quire different  facts,  in  the  order  of  time,  to  sustain  them; 
but  they  are  in  no  respect  inconsistent  with  each  other.  The 
Cherokee  float  could  be  located  only  on  unoccupied  land,  or 
on  land  improved  by  the  holder  of  the  warrant. 

As  the  land-officers  at  Batesville  would  not  permit  the 
complainant  to  make  an  entry  under  eitlier  claiui,  it  is  there- 
fore important  to  ascertain  on  what  ground  they  decided ; 
and  also  as  to  the  sufliciency  of  the  evidence  to  sustain  the 
right  as  claimed.  There  can  be  no  question  that  the  decision 
of  these  officers  was  founded  on  the  prior  New  Madrid  loca- 
tions. These  were  made  before  the  complainant  took  posses- 
sion of  the  land.  This,  under  the  circumstances,  being  an 
insuperable  objection  to  the  entry,  no  count  can  presume  that 
their  decision  was  made  on  any  other  ground,  unless  such 
ground  was  stated,  or  the  evidence  was  defective. 

The  voluminous  correspondence  of  the  General  Land- 
Office  shows,  that  the  land-officers  considered  the  above  New 
Madrid  locations  as  an  appropriation  of  the  land.  Was  the 
evidence  adduced  by  compl^nant  sufficient  to  establish  his 
right? 
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The  authority  to  Samuel  C.  Roane  to  make  the  entry,  as 
the  agent  of  Cunningham,  under  the  act  of  1824,  was  un- 
donbted.  The  application  to  make  the  entry  was  made  in 
due  form.  The  Cherokee  warrant  had  been  issued  by  the 
land-officers,  who  were  called  upon  to  make  the  entry.  The 
assignments  upon  the  warmnt  were  primd  facte  evidence  of 
right  in  Cunningham,  and  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
any  objection  to  them ;  tliey  must  be  considered,  therefore, 
as  having  been  held  sufficient.  The  money  on  the  entry  was 
offered  to  be  paid  to  the  lleceiver,  and  the  only  defect  in  the 
evidence  waa  as  to  the  improvements  and  occupancy  of  the 
complainants.  These,  it  is  contended,  the  court  may  pre- 
sume were  within  the  knowledge  of  the  land-officers,  or  that 
the  facts  were  proved  by  parol,  or  that  tliey  were  proved  by 
affidavits,  which  have  become  mislaid  or  lost.  As  the  proof  in 
the  record,  in  regard  to  these  facta,  applies  to  the  preemption 
claimed  under  the  act  of  1830,  there  is  no  occasion  to  resort 
to  presumptions  on  this  head. 

*3R41  'The  preemption  act  of  the  29th  of  May,  1880,  in 
J  the  first  section,  provided,  "  that  every  settler  or  occu- 
pant of  the  public  lands,  prior  to  the  passf^  of  this  act,  who 
is  now  in  possession,  and  cultivated  any  part  thereof  in  the 
year  1829,  shall  be,  and  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  enter, 
with  the  Register  of  the  land-office  for  the  district  in  which 
the  lands  may  lie,  by  legal  subdivisions,  any  number  of  acres, 
not  more  than  one  hundred  and  sixty,  or  a  quarter  section  to 
include  his  improvement,  upon  paying  to  the  United  States 
the  then  minimum  price  of  said  lands.' 

Under  this  law  the  applicant  was  a  witness,  and  Cunning- 
ham was  interrogated  by  the  land-officers  on  his  application. 
He  stated  that  in  the  year  1829,  he  cultivated  about  four  acres 
ou  the  quarter  section  claimed,  and  that  he  had  been  in  pos- 
session of  said  improvement  for  near  ten  years,  and  that  he 
was  still  in  possession  of  it.  And  he  further  stated.  Christian 
Brumbach  had  an  improvement  on  the  same  quarter  section 
which  he  had  in  cultivation,  in  the  year  1829,  and  has  con- 
tinued to  hold  possession  of  the  same  to  this  time.  This 
statement  is  corroborated  by  the  oath  of  C.  Brumbach,  and 
as  to  the  occupancy  and  improvement  of  complaioaut,  by 
C.  H.  Pelham  and  Richard  Searcy. 

It  is  clearly  shown,  that  the  improvements  of  Cunningham, 
up  to  1831,  were  wholly  on  the  quarter  section  claimed ;  and 
that  his  cultivation  and  occupancy  continued  without  inter- 
ruption from  the  time  he  took  possession  in  1821,  until  the 
fall  of  the  year  1831.  He  then  removed  to  his  present  i-esi- 
dence,  the  principal  part  of  which  is  on  the  north-west  quartet 
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section,  but  a  part,  if  not  all,  of  his  outbuildings,  are  on  the 
south-eiist  quarter.  His  former  residence  was  south  of  his 
pi-eseiit  one.  The  improvement  he  made  at  fii^t  it)  still  cul- 
tivated by  him. 

As  lot  number  one,  on  which  the  complainant's  first  house 
was  built,  was  conveyed  to  Bertrand,  his  step-sou,  iu  1821, 
by  O'Harra,  it  is  contended  that  the  complainant  had  no 
such  residence  on  the  land,  as  to  entitle  him  to  preemption. 
Bertrand  was  a  minor,  and  lived  with  his  step-father  at  tlie 
time,  and  it  is  quite  clear,  that  a  minor  cannot  claim  a  pre- 
emptive right.  But,  in  addition  to  this,  as  the  case  is  now 
before  us,  it  does  not  appear  tliat  O'Harra  had  any  right  to 
the  lot  conveyed. 

It  is  objected  that  Cunningham's  improvemeuts,  though  on 
the  quarter  section  claimed,  are  limited  by  the  boundaries  of 
a  certain  square,  or  lots,  within  the  city  of  "  Little  Rock " ; 
and  that,  consequently,  he  cannot  claim  a  preemption  for  the 
quarter  section. 

On  the  20th  of  November,  1821.  certain  individuals,  assum- 
ing to  be  owners  and  proprietoi's  of  the  north-west  fractional 
quarter  'of  section  number  three,  and  of  fractional  ragoK 
section  number  two,  of  township  number  one,  north  of  '■ 
the  base  line  in  range  number  twelve  west,  entered  into  a 
deed  of  assurance,  in  which  they  agreed  to  lay  out  the  town 
of  Little  Rock,  specifying  the  streets  and  alleys,  and  making 
certain  donations  of  public  squares  and  lots  for  public  pur- 
poses. This  plat  appears  to  have  been  surveyed  so  as  to  em- 
brace the  quarter  section  in  controversy.  In  their  answers, 
the  defendants  s}>ecify  a  number  of  lots  sold  in  the  south-east 
quarter,  and  they  allege  the  greater  part  of  it  has  been  sold  in 
lots.  The  proprietors  in  their  deed  say,  that  they  extended 
tlie  plat  to  adjoining  lands  not  owned  by  them. 

This  survey  of  lots  in  the  south-east  quarter  of  section 
three,  if  made  without  authority,  cannot  embarrass  the  com- 
plainant's right.  The  New  Madrid  locations  being  out  of  the 
case,  should  the  right  of  the  complainant  be  sustained  against 
the  legal  title  of  the  defendants,  the  surveys  must  be  consid- 
ered as  void.  The  town  was  incorporated  in  1825,  and,  by 
the  act  of  1827,  the  corporation  was  extended  so  as  to  em- 
brace the  whole  of  the  town  plat. 

When  the  improvement  of  the  complainant  was  com- 
menced, the  south-east  quarter  was  in  its  natural  state, 
unchanged  by  any  improvement. 

Every  legal  requisite  appears  to  have  been  complied  with 
under  the  act  of  1830,  to  entitle  the  complainant  to  a  pre- 
emption.   His  improvement  and  occupuicy  under  the  law 
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were  clearly  proved.  Indeed  it  would  seem,  from  the  facts, 
that  he  was  entitled  to  become  the  purchaser  of  the  land 
under  the  law  of  1824.  But  all  the  facts,  necessary  to  es- 
tablish his  light,  were  before  the  Register  and  Receiver  on 
his  second  application.  His  application  to  make  the  entry 
may  be  said  to  have  been  rejected,  because  it  was  not 
allowed.  But  no  doubt  can  exist  as  to  the  ground  of  the  re- 
jection. It  was  not  on  account  of  any  deficiency  in  the 
proof,  but  on  the  ground  of  the  New  Madrid  locations.  This 
is  placed  beyond  question,  by  the  parol  proof  in  the  case, 
and  the  correspondence  of  the  General  Land-Office.  Other 
objections  to  the  claim,  after  the  second  rejection,  were 
stated  by  that  officer,  which  alleged  a  want  of  diligence  by 
the  complainant,  in  failing  to  do  what  he  has  proved  was 
done,  in  the  prosecution  of  his  right.  Some  of  these  objec- 
tions showed  a  misapprehension  of  the  facts,  others  of  tlie 
law. 

The  offices  at  Batesville  were  loosely  kept,  and  it  appears 
in  proof  that  some  year  or  two  before  his  death,  Boswell,  the 
Register,  became  intemperate,  and  his  duties  were  neglected. 
Great  labor  was  required  from  hia  successor  to  reduce  to  sys- 
tem the  confused  mass  of  papers  he  found  in  the  office. 

It  was  the  practice  of  the  ofGce  to  indorse  on  the  envelope 
•Sfifil  '^^  ^^^  preemption  papers,  the  decision,  of  which  no 
J  other  entry  was  made.  And  one  of  the  witnesses  states 
that  "rejected  "  was  indorsed  on  the  envelope  which  inclosed 
the  papers  of  Cunningham.  It  is  difficult  to  reconcile  this 
fact  with  two  lists  in  the  record,  duly  certified,  of  preemp- 
tions allowed,  in  both  o£  which  the  name  of  Cunningham 
is  found.  The  word  "  rejected "  is  on  one  of  the  lists. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  the  claim  was  rejected  as  often  as  it 
was  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  land  department,  so  long  as 
the  New  Madrid  locations  were  sanctioned.  No  other  deci- 
Bion  could  be  made.  But  on  the  6th  of  June,  1838,  floats 
were  permitted  to  be  located  on  the  quarter  section  in  con- 
troversy, covered  by  the  New  Madrid  locations.  This  was 
procured  through  the  agency  of  the  defendants,  and  for  their 
benefit. 

It  was  the  result  of  a  controversy  of  nearly  twenty  years' 
continuance.  Since  eighteen  hundred  and  twenty-one,  Cun- 
ningham had  occupied  the  land,  and  had  carried  on  the  con- 
troversy with  a  commendable  energy,  and  at  no  small 
expense  of  time  and  moTiey.  He  urged  his  claim  at  the 
General  Land-OfRce,  personally,  and  by  agents.  The  corre- 
spondence on  the  subject  was  earnest  and  volnminoua.  Bat 
tne  defendants,  having  made  their  entries,  received  the  I^nl 
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title.    And  tbeit  equity  roust  now  be  compared  with  that  of 
the  coDiplaiQants. 

The  New  Madrid  locations  were  controlled  by  the  defend- 
ants. And  they  were  not  withdrawn,  or  the  obstacle  which 
they  created  removed,  until  the  defendants'  entries  were 
made.  The  floats  under  which  these  entries  were  permitted, 
were  issued  under  the  act  of  1830,  continued  in  force  by  the 
act  of  1834.  The  second  section  of  the  act  declared  that 
these  floats  should  be  bo  located,  "as  not  to  intei-fere  with 
other  settleis,  having  a  Hght  of  preference."  And  the  circu- 
lar of  the  land-office  directed  that  they  "  should  be  restricted 
to  unimproved  and  vacant  lands." 

These  Btringent  regulations  were  not  sufficient  to  protect 
the  rights  of  the  complainant.  His  occupancy,  improvements, 
and  claim,  were  kuown  to  the  defendants,  and  to  all  the  offi- 
cers of  the  government,  who  acted  on  the  subject.  They  ex- 
cused or  justified  themselves  on  the  ground,  that  by  permits 
ting  the  entry  to  be  made,  many  of  the  citizens  of  "  Little 
Rock  "  would  be  quieted  in  their  titles. 

On  the  6th  of  July,  1838,  an  instrument,  under  seal,  was 
entered  into  between  Roswell  Beebe,  to  whom  the  patents 
were  issued,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of 
the  city  of  "  Little  Kock,"  in  behalf  of  Baid  city,  as  well  as  in 
behalf  of  the  State  of  Arkansas,  and  also  in  behalf  of  any 
person  or  persons  who  may  have  in  his  own  right  a  proper 
and  regular  chain  *of  conveyance  or  conveyances  of  r^oQir 
any  town  lot  or  lota  situated  in  the  first  original  town,  '- 
now  city  of  "  Little  Rock,"  derived  from,  by,  or  under,  any 
OUB  or  more  of  the  original  owners  and  proprietors  of  the 
town,  as  represented  upon  the  first  original  plan  as  then  sur- 
veyed and  laid  off  into  town  lots,  of  the  other  part,  witness- 
eth,  that  whereas  the  said  Roswell  Beebe  has  oaused  to  be 
located  and  entered  with  preemption  floating  claims,  at  the 
Land-OfBce  at "  Little  Rock,"  and  upou  which  the  city,  south 
of  the  Arkansas  River,  and  west  of  the  Quapaw  line,  is  now 
built,  the  following  described  tracts  or  parcels  of  land,  to 
wit,  the  north-east  fractional  quarter  of  fractional  section 
three,  and  the  west  fractional  part  of  the  north-west  and 
sonth-west  fractional  quarters  of  fractional  section  two,  all  in 
township  one,  north  of  the  base  line  of  range  twelve  west, 
&o.  And  in  all  cases,  where  purchases  of  lots  had  been 
made  in  the  above  tracts,  Beebe  bound  himself  to  release  to 
the  purchasers. 

This  arrangement  induced  the  land-officers  to  permit  the 
entries  to  be  made,  as  well  on  the  south-east  quarter  in  con- 
troversy, as  on  t^e  tracts  above  described.   And  it  was  oonsid- 
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ered  at  the  General  Land-Office  as  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  the  circular  of  that  office,  dated  the  11th  of  October, 
1837.  The  patents  on  this  view  were  isBued  to  Beebe;  and 
on  the  11th  of  January,  1842,  Beebe  conveyed  one  halt  of  the 
south-east  quaiter  in  eoiitrovei-sy,  to  Ashley. 

However  siitisfactory  the  agreement  of  Beebe  may  have 
been  to  claimants  of  lots  on  the  tracts  specified  in  his  agree- 
ment, 88  it  did  not  embrace  the  land  claimed  by  the  complain- 
ant, it  was  not  designed  for  his  beiieiit.  And  it  is  unaccount- 
able that  the  land-officers  at  "  Little  Kook  "  and  at  Washing- 
ton, should  have  considered  the  arrangement  as  a  comfiliance 
with  the  regulation  which  prohibited  the  entry  of  floats  upon 
improved  or  occupied  land.  And  it  is  worthy  of  remark,  that 
these  locations  were  permitted  to  be  made  at  "  Little  Rock," 
while  the  claimant  was  at  Washington,  prosecuting  hia 
claim. 

Has  the  complainant  placed  himself  in  a  position  to  object 
to  the  defendants'  «quity  ?  He  did  every  thing  he  could 
reasonably  be  required  to  do,  to  locate  his  Cherokee  warrant 
on  the  land,  under  the  act  of  1824.  Had  it  been  objected,  on 
that  application,  that  he  did  not  prove  his  improvement  and 
occupancy,  the  witnesses  would,  at  once,  have  been  called. 
With  this  exception,  he  did  every  thing  the  law  required  to 
perfect  his  claim. 

But,  under  the  act  of  1830,  his  proof  was  in  no  respect  de- 
fective. It  was  worthy  of  the  highest  credit,  and  full  to  every 
point ;  and  the  money  was  offered  to  be  paid.  But  the  loca- 
tions of  the  New  Madrid  warrants  were  an  obstacle  then,  as 
they  had  been  on  the  first  application.  These  locations  were 
•1RS1  "**'  ^^  ^^^  *way  of  defendants'  floats,  and  it  is  not 
J  material  to  inquire  by  what  means  they  were  set  aside. 
This  being  done,  the  rights  of  the  complainant  were  para- 
mount to  those  acquired  under  the  new  location.  Those 
rights  were  founded  on  the  settlement  and  improvement  in 
1821,  and  on  the  acts  done  subsequently  in  the  prosecution  of 
his  claim.  Having  done  every  thing  which  was  in  his  power 
to  do,  the  law  required  nothing  more.  And  the  defendants 
who  caused  the  floats  to  be  located  on  the  premises,  had  full 
notice  of  the  complainant's  rights.  They  are  chargeable  with 
this  notice.  Under  tlie  second  section  of  the  act  of  the  29th 
of  May,  1830,  and  the  circular  of  the  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land-Office,  of  the  11th  of  October,  1847,  so  far  as 
the  new  entries  interfered  with  the  rights  of  the  complainant, 
they  were  void.  They  were  in  conflict  with  the  law  and  the 
regulation. 

The  pretence  that  the  agreement  of  Beebe,  which  bound 
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him  to  execute  deeds  to  the  purchasers  of  lots,  was  a  compli- 
ance with  the  iibove  circuliir,  ho  far  as  regards  the  land  in 
controversy,  waa  without  foundation.  It  may  have  misled  the 
ofGcers  at  Washington,  and  in  this  it  may  have  answered  its 
purpose.  The  officers  of  tlie  goveinment  are  the  agents  of 
the  law.  They  cannot  act  beyond  it«  provisions,  nor  make 
compromises  not  sanctioned  by  it. 

By  the  second  section  u£  the  act  of  1880,  it  is  provided, 
"That  if  two  or  uioie  pei-sons  be  settled  upon  the  same  quar- 
ter section,  the  same  may  be  divided  between  the  two  first 
actual  settlers,  if  by  a  north  and  south,  or  east  and  west  line, 
the  settlement  or  improvement  of  each  can  be  included  in  a 
half  quarter  section.' 

At  the  time  the  complainant  applied  for  a  preemption  under 
the  act  of  1830,  he  stated  that  Christian  Drumbach  had  an 
improvement  on  the  same  quarter  section,  which  he  had  in 
cultivation  in  the  year  1829,  and  has  continued  to  hold  pos- 
session of  the  same  to  this  time.  And  it  was  proved  that 
Brumbach  cultivated  the  land  in  1830.  The  improvement 
occupied  by  complainant  was  commenced  about  the  same  time 
as  the  one  occupied  by  Brumbach;  and  the  evidence  shows 
that  they  were  the  first  settlers  on  the  laud.  This  we  sup- 
[Hise,  under  the  law,  limits  the  preemption  claimed  by  the 
complainant  to  one  half  of  the  quarter  Bcction.  The  residence 
and  improvement  of  Brumbach  brought  him  primd  facie 
within  the  law;  whether  he  applied  fur  and  attained  a  pre- 
emption or  not.  It  WHS  necessary,  under  the  regulations  of 
the  General  Land-OfHce,  that  the  complainaiit  should  state, 
in  his  applications,  the  occu[>ancy,  impn>vement,  and  cultiva- 
tion of  Brumbach,  and  whatever  objection  may  be  made  to  his 
preemption  claim  by  the  •government,  cannot  enlarge  rvqua 
the  right  of  the  complainant.  Brumbach  applied  for  ^ 
a  preemption  in  the  quarter  section,  under  the  act  of  1830, 
and  estaolished  his  right  in  every  thing,  except  the  tender  of 
the  money.  His  claim  was  rejected,  no  doubt,  on  the  same 
ground,  as  was  that  of  tlie  complainant's. 

Brumbach  had  conveyed  his  right  to  Ashley,  in  whom  the 
legal  title  is  vested  to  one  half  of  the  quarter  section.  This 
removed  the  objection  to  the  location  of  one  of  the  floating 
rights  for  eighty  acres  on  the  quarter,  as  the  improvement,  if 
not  made  by  Ashley,  was  owned  by  him.  In  regard  to  the 
one  half  of  the  quarter,  the  entry  was  not  prahibited  by  the 
second  section  of  the  act  of  1830,  or  the  circular  of  1837.  To 
extend  the  preemptive  right  of  the  complainant  over  the  en- 
tire quarter,  would  cover  improvements  of  another  individual, 
made  about  the  same  time  as  those  on  which  his  preemption 
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is  founded.  This  would  disregard  the  express  provision  of 
the  law,  which  gives  to  each  settler,  where  there  are  two  upon 
the  same  quarter  sectiou,  eighty  acres. 

As  the  right  set  up  by  the  complainant  arises  under  an  act 
of  Congress,  and  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Arkan- 
sas was  against  that  right,  this  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
case. 

We  have  not  considered  any  right  equitable  or  legal,  aa 
ai-ising  under  the  New  Madrid  locations,  laid  upon  the  land 
in  dispute.  Such  right,  if  any  existed,  is  not  presented  in 
the  pleading,  in  such  a  form  as  to  require  its  consideration 
and  decision.  It  therefore  remains  wholly  unaffected  by  the 
decree. 

The  facta  in  the  case  are  exceedingly  voluminnus  and  com- 
plicated j  but  we  have  considered  them,  and  the  legal  and 
equitable  bearing  they  have  upon  the  title  of  the  parties. 
Upon  this  view,  we  are  brought  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
entries  on  which  the  defendant's  patents  were  issued,  were 
void,  so  far  as  they  interfere  with  the  claim  of  the  compltun- 
aut,  for  the  reasons  st^ated,  and  that,  consequently,  the  patents 
are  also  void.  The  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Arkansas 
is  therefore  reveraed ;  and  the  cause  is  remanded  to  that 
court,  with  instructions  to  enter  a  decree  in  pursuance  of  this 
opinion.  And  in  order  to  give  more  definitely  our  views,  we 
state,  that,  on  a  full  consideration  of  the  pleadings  and  proof 
in  the  case,  we  consider  that  the  two  entries  of  eighty  acres 
each,  made  in  the  name  of  Samuel  Plummer  and  Mary  Louisa 
Jenbeau,  on  the  south-east  quarter  of  section  number  three, 
ill  township  one  north,  and  in  range  twelve,  west  of  the  fifth 
principal  meridian,  south  of  the  Arkansas  River,  are  void  so 
far  as  they  interfere  with  the  preemptive  right  of  Matthew 
Cunningham  to  one  half  of  the  said  quarter;  and  that  Kos- 
well  Beebe,  and  the  heirs  of  Chester  Ashley,  deceased,  defend- 
*3d01  ^^^^^  ^''^^'  execute  a  deed  of  quitclaim  *to  the  said 
-'  Cunningham,  on  his  paying  or  tending  to  them  the 
minimum  price  of  the  public  land,  with  interest  from  the  sixth 
of  June,  1838,  the  time  the  above  entries  were  made,  to  one 
half  of  the  above  quarter  section,  by  east  and  west,  or  north 
and  south  lines,  so  as  to  include  his  improvement  on  the 
quarter  section,  or,  if  such  a  division  cannot  be  made,  that 
they  convey  to  him,  as  aforesaid,  a  joint  interest  of  one  half 
in  the  quarter  section. 

And  the  court  order  that  the  decree  shall  in  no  respect 
affect  any  right  which  may  or  does  exist,  under  the  New 
Madrid  locations,  in  the  defendants  or  other  persons,  if  any 
there  be. 
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This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Arkansas,  and 
was  argued  by  counsel.  On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now 
here  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  by  this  court,  that  the 
decree  of  the  said  Supreme  Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with  costs,  and  that  this  cause  be, 
and  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded  to  the  said  Supreme  Court, 
for  further  proceedings  to  be  had  therein  in  conformity  to 
the  opinion  of  this  court. 


Mart  Lucinda  Bosley,  Henry  Bosley,  Mary  Jane 
Davis,  Sally  Ann  Davis,  James  Bosley  and  Meldrid 
Bosley,  (infawts,)  by  their  guardian  and  next 
friend  John  Bosley,  and  John  Bosley,  son  of  the 
SAID  John,  v.  Margaret  E.  Wyatt,  Execdtbix  of 
Elizabeth  N.  Bosley,  deceased. 

Jatnes  Boilej,  in  hii  will,  after  sundry  specific  deTiaes  and  bequests,  de- 

TJsed  and  bequeathed  all  his  lands  and  oClii^r  real  estate  in  Baltimore,  Cecil, 
and  Allfglieny  countiea.  in  Maryland,  and  also  in  Florida,  and  his  houae 
and  lot  in  Santa  Croix,  and  all  the  real  estate  liu  might  have  elsewhere,  to 
his  wife  Elizabeth,  her  heirs  and  assif^ns,  in  trust  to  sell  the  same  and 
divide  the  net  proceeds  thereof,  with  all  the  residue  of  bU  estate,  equally 
between  herself  and  the  children  of  his  brother. 

After  making  his  will,  he  sold  all  of  the  lands,  particularly  mentioned  in  the 
residuary  clause  of  the  will  above  ilated,  except  lome  lands  lying  in  Balti- 
more county.  AC  the  time  of  making  the  codicil  hereafter-mentioned,  he 
held  some  of  the  proceeds  of  these  saliea  in  bonds  and  other  securities,  and 
with  the  residue  bad  purchased  nlhcr  property. 

He  afterwards  made  a  codicil,  by  which  he  devised  hie  summer  residence,  in 
Baltimore  county,  to  his  wife,  and  also  the  securities  be  held  for  the  lands 
sold  in  Cecil  county,  and  directed  all  the  property  he  had  acquired  after  the 
date  of  his  will  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  to  be  equally  divided  between 
his  wife  and  her  sister  Margaret.  Then  followed  a  residuary  clause  in  the 
following  words : 

■"Lastly,  my  pew  in  St.  Paul's  Church  and  all  my  other  property,  r«3gi 
real  or  personal,  and  all  money  in  bank  belonging  to   me   at   the  ^ 
time  of  my  decease,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeathe  unto  my  said  wife  Eliza- 
beth and  her  heirs  forever ;  and  I  ratify  and  conQrm  my  said  last  will  in  erery 
thing  except  where  the  same  is  hereby  revoked  and  altered  as  aforesaid." 

The  residuary  clause  in  this  codicil  is  inconsistent  with  that  in  the  will,  and 
consequently  revokes  it.  But  the  devise  of  the  property,  specifically  men- 
tioned in  the  will,  is  not  revoked  by  the  clause  in  the  codicil.^ 

1  A  testator  executed  a  will  in  the  nnce  with  the  laws  of  New  York,  a 

city  of  New  York,  devising  his  inter-  nocond  will,  whereby,  after  pving  cer- 

est  in  a  house  and  lot  in  said  ciiy  to  tain  legacies,  he  gave  the  remainder 

two  cousins.    Six  years  afterwards,  in  of  his  property  situated  or  Invested  in 

Switzerland,  be   txccuted,  in  accord-  America,  to  tus  natural  heirs.     Held, 
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After  the  execution  of  the  codicil,  the  teitator  a^jeed  to  Icaae  lorae  laod  for 
the  term  of  ninety-nine  jean,  renewable  forFver,  a  Kround  rent  beinft 
reserved  upon  the  Bame.  The  lessee  was  to  pay  cash  lor  a  part,  and  tlie 
reildoe  of  the  purchase-moDey  was  to  remain  uo  interest,  as  ground  rent, 
which  the  lessee  could  extiaguish  at  any  time  by  the  payment  of  the  prin- 
cipal  turn. 

Thii  property  was  a  part  oi  that  which  was  specifically  mentioned  in  the  will, 
and  not  rcTolied  by  the  claiue  in  the  codicil. 

But  tlie  conduct  of  the  testator,  in  making  this  agreement,  so  altered  the  con- 
dition of  the  property  that  it  amounted  to  a  revocation  of  the  deriae,  and 
manifeata  an  intention  on  his  part,  when  taken  in  connection  with  other 
drcnmilancei  of  the  case,  to  give  it  to  hi«  wife  under  the  residuary  clance 
in  the  codicil.' 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Maryland. 

The  bill  waa  filed  by  the  plaintiffi  in  error,  who  were  the 
children  of  Di.  John  Bosley,  mentioned  in  the  will  of  James 
Bosley. 

That  part  of  the  will  which  gave  occasion  to  the  contro- 
versy is  stated  in  the  opinion,  as  are  also  the  material  facta  in 
the  case. 

The  Circuit  Court  decided  that  the  residuary  devise  in  the 
will  was  revolted  by  the  residuaij  clause  in  the  codicil ;  that 
the  devise  of  the  property,  specifically  mentioned  in  the  will, 
waa  not  revoked  by  the  clause  in  the  codicil,  and  ordered  an 
account  to  be  taken  of  such  part  as  r:emained  subject  to  the 
-  trust,  one  half  of  the  proceeds  whereof  to  he  paid  over  to 
the  complainants;  and  that  the  testator's  agreement,  made 
after  the  date  of  the  will  and  the  codicil,  to  lease  a  part  of 
that  real  estate  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  the  princi- 
pal sum  payable  at  the  option  of  the  lessee,  operated  to 
revoke  the  devise  as  to  that  part. 

From  this  decree,  the  complainants  appealed  to  this  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Mayer,  for  the  appellants,  and  Mr. 
Campbell  and  Mr.  J9hnt<m,  for  the  appellees. 

Mr.  Mayer,  for  the  appellants,  made  the  following  points. 

1.  The  final  clause  of^the  codicil  institutes  no  new  residu- 
ary devisee  and  legatee;  and  the  words  supposed  to  effect 
that,  are  not  the  appropriate,  nor  any  constructive  phrase, 

(hat  althongb  the  Kcond  will  did  not  thewilliseffectual1yTeToked,although 

In  ezpreii  terms  revoke  the  first,  yet  be  does  it  by  making  such  a  conver- 

the  flret  will  being  inconsistent  there-  aion  of  the  property  aa  he  directed  in 

with  was  revoked  by  the  second.   Lad-  the  will,  and  leaves  the  fund  not  other- 

lam  V.  Otii,  16  Hun  (N.  Y),  410.  wise  dispoaed  of.    D<iwd't  Will,  S  Abb. 

*  When   a   tesUtor  wholly  divests  (N.  Y.)  N.  Caa.,  118;  b.  c,  tub  now. 

himBBlf  of  the  property  devised  or  be-  Mniii^  nf  Doard,  58  How.  (N.  T.)  Pt., 

aueathed  by  tbe  will,  in  bis  lifetime,  107. 
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for  a  residuary  disposition  in  &  will ;  and  those  words  (which 
are,  "  all  othef  my  property,  real  or  personal,")  muHt  be  con- 
strued either — 1st,  to  compiise  all  property  "  other"  than  the 
pew,  and  so  to  purport  to  annul  all  devises  and  bequests  of 
will  and  codicil,  •except  those  in  favor  of  Mrs.  Bob-  r#0Q2 
ley;  which  result  must  condemn  the  paragraph  as  '- 
incongruous  and  absurd ;  or,  2dly,  to  point  to  only  property 
eJKtdem  generis  with  the  pew,  and  with  the  real  property  just 
in  a  preceding  clause  given  to  Mrs.  Bosley  and  Miss  Noel, 
and  being  the  acquisitions  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  will; 
or,  3dly,  must  be  rejected  altogether,  as  incapable  of  any  con- 
sistent or  reasonable  application;  or,  as  militating  gainst  the 
general  intent  of  the  testator,  of  dedicating  his  estate  (with 
but  small  exceptions)  to  the  children  of  John  Bostey,  and  to 
Mre.  Bosley.  3  P.  Wms.,  112;  3  Atk.,  61;  3  Myl-  &  C, 
661;  1  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.,  301,  pi.  14;  1  Bro.  C.  C,  127,  39;  1 
RusB.,  146;  2  Atk.,  118;  1  Jarman,  895,399,417;  Greenl. 
Cruise  [pevises],  133  and  note  to  ch.  8,  §  39 ;  6  Watts  (Pa.), 
192;  3  Pet.,  117,  118;  11  Gill  and  J.  (Md.),  206;  2  Paige 
(N.  Y.),  22;  8  Mass.,  3;  11  Ed.,  528;  22  Me.,  257,  413;  4 
Barn.  &  C,  620;  2  Wms.  Ex'rs,  789,  790;  6  Pet.,  88,  84;  5 
Ves.,  247;  10  Wheat.,  239;  13  Pet.,  173;  5  Ves.,  247;  21 
E.  C.  L.,  352 ;  1  Jaiinan,  594,  595,  596. 

2.  The  par^raph  adverted  to,  is  no  rcEiduai^  disposition ; 
because,  a  specific  bequest  follows  it  to  Mrs.  Bosley,  which 
would  be  utterly  ueedless  and  idle,  if  it  were  preceded  by 
the  supposed  all-comprehending  residuary  appropriation.  13 
Ves.,  39 ;  1  Russ.,  149 ;  3  Atk.,  61 ;  1  Jarman,  595,  598, 599, 
600. 

8.  There  is,  by  those  words,  no  revocation  of  the  residu- 
ary devise  and  bequest  of  the  will,  because,  the  codicil,  in 
terms  following  tliose  words,  confirniB  the  will,  except  where 
the  same  is  (by  the  codicil)  "revoked  and  altered."  The 
testator  introduces  several  express  revocations  into  his  ctxli- 
cil ;  and  to  only  those  revocations  must  he  be  understood  to 
refer — and  to  modifications,  by  name  of  "  alterations,"  of  his 
will — for  ai^  interferences  with  the  will,  as  meant  to  be  re- 
voked, or  affected  by  the  codicil.  If  the  words  in  question 
touch  at  all  the  residuary  disposition  of  the  will,  they  must 
affect  it  only  as  a  revocation  ;  and,  leaving  out  of  view  mere 
modifications,  or  "  alterations,"  the  inquiry  is,  what  revoca- 
tion the  testator  meant  should  trench  upon  the  broad  confir- 
mation his  codicil  gives  to  the  will,  thus  declared  as  of  con- 
tinuing force?  The  will  speaks  anew  from  the  date  of  the 
codicil,  even  without  any  confirmatory  reference  to  it  in  the 
codicil,  and  the  two  acts  are  thus  intimately  allied  ;  and  any 
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revocatiou  of  any  part  of  the  will,  imputed  to  the  codicil, 
must  be  by  word^  as  preciiie  and  unequivocal,  and  positive, 
as  are  the  terms  of  the  dispositions  supposed  to  be  revoked. 

The  testator  has  given  his  own  limitation  to  the  effect  of 
his  "alterings"  of  hia  will,  or  of  any  estate  disposed  of  by 
it,  by  declaring,  in  the  codicil,  that  where  Mrs.  Bosley, 
•a<}Sl  C""*^^""  '"^  "clause  next  to  the  last,)  shall  "  alter  " 
J  any  estate,  it  sliall  nevertheless  take  the  coutBC  pre- 
scribed in  the  will,  and  that  "  alteration  "  is  not,  in  his  view, 
and  by  the  law  of  his  will,  the  same  as  revocation ;  and  be 
thus  precludes  the  idea  that  lie  had  in  view  any  revocations 
but  those  he  had  expressly  declared  in  the  codicil.  3  Mason, 
486;  10  Bam.  &  C,  895,  (21  E.  C.  L..  192);  3  Pick.  (Mass.), 
216 ;  5  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  Ch.,  534 ;  1  Wms.  Ex'rs,  114, 116 ;  21 
E.  C.  L.,  352 ;  4  Kent,  531 ;  8  Cow.  (N.  Y.),  58 ;  1  Jarmau, 
189,895;  2  How.,  580. 

4.  The  will  and  codicil  being  thus  blended  and  cooperative, 
the  codicil  avails  as  a  republication  of  the  will,  except  where 
such  an  inference  at  law  is,  by  the  express  terms  or  necessary 
construction  of  the  codicil,  excluded.  The  will,  in  this  rela- 
tion to  the  codicil,  is  tu  be  treated  as  if  inserted  in  the  codicil. 
If  so,  if  even  there  be  tliose  contradictory  residuary  disposi- 
tions, the  residuary  estate  must,  as  modern  adjudications  now 
deal  with  such  coiitrariant  clauses,  be  shared  by  the  parties 
named  or  embraced  in  both  clauses.  This  construction  would 
virtually  restore  the  residuary  clause  of  the  will,  as  the  only 
rule ;  because,  as  under  the  construction  just  asserted,  Mrs. 
Bosley  and  the  children,  the  subjects  of  the  two  clauses,  share 
equally,  by  the  will,  in  the  residuary  estate.  14  Pick,  llep., 
621 ;  6  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  Ch.,  375  ;  3  Myl.  &  C,  376 ;  1  Jarmau, 
202,897,412;  2  Atk.,  374;  2  Myl.  &  K.,  165 ;  Yelv.,  209; 
Cro.  Eliz.,  9 ;  Greenl.  Cruise  (Dev.),  149  (marg.) ;  10  Bam. 
&  C,  895,  (21  E.  C.  L.,  192). 

5.  The  agreement  of  the  testator  to  lease  a  part  of  his  land 
in  Baltimore  county,  had  not  the  effect  to  revoke  the  devise 
of  that  part  of  the  land  in  favor  of  the  complainants,  and  only 
modified  the  devise  so  as  to  give  the  rent  and  reversion  on  the 
lease,  in  place  of  the  land.  This  construction  applies  also  to 
the  lot  and  house  by  the  will  devised  to  "  Old  Sarah,"  and, 
subsequently  to  the  codicil,  agreed  to  be  leased  to  William 
Hollins,  as  stated  in  the  defendant's  schedule.  The  pnvilege, 
accorded  by  the  agreement  of  lease,  to  extinguish  the  rent  and 
80  acquire  the  reversion,  does  not  render  the  transaction  a 
sale,  and  give  to  the  contracting  lessee  the  equitable  fee  of 
the  land.  If  the  agreements  for  leasing  revoked  the  devises 
of  these  pieces  of  property,  then  the  testator  died  int«state  as 
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to  them  ;  the  agreements  dating  after  the  codicil.  Greenl. 
Cruise,  105, 10^  (note  to  106)  ;  2  Ves.,  428 ;  1  Javman,  167, 
171, 172 ;  4  Kent,  530 ;  7  T.  11.,  399 ;  s.  c,  1  Bos.  &  P.,  576 ; 
Cro.  Car.,  23;  Cro.  Jac.,  49;  1  Vern.,  97;  3  Bro.  P.  C,  12; 
2  Chipm.  (Vt.),  74;  4  Greenl.  (Me.),  841;  8  Ves,  686;  1 
Md.  Ch.,  36  ;  Cro.  Eliz.,  9. 

•The  counsel  for  the  appellee  made  the  following  r.ogi 
points.  '- 

1.  That  the  residuary  ctanse  in  the  codicil  revokes  the  re- 
siduary clause  in  the  will.  4  BI.  Comm.,  381  ;  4  Kent, 
Comm.,  535,  n.  3  Greenl.  Cruise,  139  ;  Rowley  v.  Fj/ton,  2 
Meriv.,  128 ;  Rogers  y.  Pettis,  1  Addams  (Prerog.),  30. 

2.  That  the  decree  of  the  court  below  was  right ;  because, 
if  no  part  of  the  specific  property  devised  by  the  last  clause 
in  the  will,  which  contains  also  the  residuary  devise,  was  not 
revoked  by  tlie  last  clause  in  the  codicil,  a  large  part  of  that 
specific  property  was  subsequently  disposed  of,  by  the  testa- 
tor, and  other  parts  of  it  otherwise  specifically  devised  by  the 
codicil. 

3.  Because  that  portion  of  such  property  so  specifically  de- 
vised by  said  last  clause  in  the  will,  bis  lands  in  Baltiiuoic 
county,  was  revoked  by  the  testator's  agreement  of  lea.'^f, 
afterwards  executed  by  Mrs.  Boslcy,  by  her  lease  to  Arm- 
strong, on  the  18th  of  January,  1845,  for  the  term  of  ninety- 
nine  years,  renewable  forever.  7  Bac.  Ab.  tit.  Wills  and 
Testaments,  G.,  344 ;  4  Kent,  Com.,  528  to  530,  and  cases 
there  cited,  6  ed. ;  CoUgrave  v.  Maniey,  6  Madd.,  84 ;  Ward 
V.  Moore,  4  Madd.,  868;  5  Pick.  (Mass.),  112;  7  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  Ch.,  261. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

The  dispute  in  this  case  arises  out  of  the  will  and  codicil  of 
James  Bosley,  late  of  the  city  of  Baltimore.  The  will  was 
executed  in  1828,  and  the  codicil  in  1839.  He  died  in 
December,  1843. 

In  his  will,  after  sundry  specific  devises  and  heqtiests,  he 
devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  lands  and  other  real  estate,  in 
Baltimore,  Cecil,  and  Allegheny  counties,  in  Maryland,  and 
also  in  Florida,  and  his  house  and  lot  in  Santa  Croix,  and  all 
the  real  estate  he  might  liave  elsewhere,  to  his  wife  Elizahelh 
N.  Bosley,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  in  trust  to  sell  the  same  to 
the  best  advantage,  and  directed  the  net  proceeds,  together 
with  all  the  residue  of  his  estate,  real,  personal,  and  mixed, 
not  therein  before  devised,  to  be  equally  divided — one  half 
to  his  wife,  and  the  other  to  the  children  of  his  brother.  Dr. 
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John  Bosley.  After  making  hia  will,  and  previous  to  the 
codicil,  he  sold  all  of  the  lands  particularly  nieutioned  in  the 
residuary  clause  of  the  will  above  stilted,  except  come  lands 
lying  in  Baltimore  county,  and  except  also  his  Florida  land 
and  part  of  that  in  Allegheny  county,  of  which  it  seems  he 
had  been  unable  to  obtain  poasessiou.  And  at  the  time  of 
making  the  codicil,  he  held  some  of  the  proceeds  of  these 
sales  in  bonds  and  other  securities,  and  with  the  residue  had 
purchased  other  property. 

By  the  codicil  he  devised  his  summer  residence,  situated  in 
,nnri  "Baltimore  county,  to  his  wife,  and  also  the  securities 
J  hfl  held  for  the  lands  sold  in  Cecil  county, — and 
directed  all  the  property  he  had  acquired  after  the  date  of  his 
will  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween his  wife  and  her  sister,  Margaret  E.  Noel.  Then 
follows  a  residuary  clause  in  the  following  words: 

"  Lastly,  my  pew  iu  St.  Paul's  Cliurcn,  and  all  my  other 
property,  real  or  personal,  and  all  money  in  bank  belonging 
to  me  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeathe 
unto  my  said  wife  Elizabeth  N,  Bosley,  and  her  heirs  for- 
ever ;  and  I  ratify  and  confirm  my  said  last  will  in  every 
thing  except  where  the  same  is  hereby  revoked  and  altered 
as  aforesaid," 

Upon  this  will  and  codicil,  the  appellants,  who  are  the 
children  of  Dr.  John  Bosley,  claim  the  one  half  of  this  per- 
sonal property  left  by  the  testator  at  his  death,  and  also  one 
half  of  the  lands  not  specitically  devised,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  r^iduary  clause  in  the  will  is  not  revoked  by  that  in 
the  codicU. 

This  claim  is  altogether  untenable.  The  residuary  clause 
in  the  codicil  is  inconsistent  with  that  in  the  will,  and  conse- 
quently revokes  it, 

■  There  is  another  claim,  however,  which  presents  a  question 
of  more  difficulty. 

It  appears  that  at  the  time  of  making  his  will  the  testator 
held,  in  fee-simple,  fifty  acres  of  land  in  Baltimore  county  ; 
and  that  in  1842,  after  the  execution  of  the  codicil,  he  entered 
into  a  contract  with  a  certain  Horatio  G.  Armstrong,  whereby 
he  covenanted  that  in  consideration  of  the  payment  of  two 
thousand  dollars,  at  the  times  specified  in  the  agreement,  and 
the  annual  ground  rent  of  two  hundred  and  ten  dollars,  (lay- 
able  semiannually,  he  would  lease  the  said  land  to  Armstrong, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  ninety-niue 
years,  renewable  forever,  with  the  right  to  the  said  Arm- 
strimg  to  extinguish  the  ground  rent,  upon  the  payment  of 
three  thousand  five  huudred  dollars  at  any  time,  to  the  said 
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James  Bosley,  his  heirs  and  assigns.  The  testator  died  before 
the  cash  payments  were  made ;  and  the  niouey  was  afterwards 
received  by  hia  widow,  and  the  lease  executed  by  her  accord- 
ing  to  the  terms  of  the  covenant. 

As  this  was  a  part  of  the  land  in  Baltimore  county,  and 
was  therefore  specifically  devised  in  the  residuary  clause  of 
the  will,  it  was  not  revoked  by  the  general  devise  of  the  resi- 
due of  hie  real  and  pei-sonal  property  in  the  codicil.  The 
question  therefore  ia,  wliether  the  contract  with  Armstrong 
was  an  implied  revocation  of  the  devise  in  the  will. 

The  adjudged  cases  ujton  implied  revocations  are  collected 
tt^ether  in  4  Kent,  Com.,  528,  and  the  rule  he  deduces  from 
*t£em  is  this,  "  that  the  same  interest  which  the  tes-  r.oqg 
tator  had  when  he  made  his  wilt  should  continue  to  be  '- 
the  same  interest,  and  remain  unaltered  to  his  death,  and  that 
the  least  alteration  in  that  interest  is  a  revocation."  A  valid 
E^eement  or  covenant  to  convey,  which  equity  will  specifi- 
cally enforce,  will  operate  in  equity  as  a  revocation  of  a  pre- 
vious devise  of  the  land.  Walton  v.  Walton,  1  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
Ch.,  268. 

In  the  case  before  us,  the  interest  which  the  testator  had 
in  this  land  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  was  converted  into 
mouey  by  his  contract  with  Armstrong.  It  was  a  sale  and 
an  agreement  to  convey  his  whole  interest  in  the  land.  It  is 
therefore  unlike  the  case  of  a  lease  for  years,  or  of  ninety-nine 
years  renewable  forever,  in  which  the  lessor  retains  the  rever- 
sion— and  does  not  bind  himself  to  convey  it  on  any  terms  to 
the  lessee. 

The  form  of  the  contract  adopted  in  this  instance,  between 
the  testator  and  Armstrong,  is  in  familiar  use  in  the  sale  of 
lots  in  the  city  Baltimore  and  the  adjacent  country.  It  has 
nearly  if  not  altogether  superseded  t)ie  old  forms  of  contract 
where  the  vendor  conveyed  the  lands  and  took  a  mortgage  to 
secure  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money— or  gave  his  bond 
for  the  conveyance  and  retained  the  legal  title  in  himself  until 
the  purchase-money  was  paid.  And  it  has  taken  the  place  of 
these  forms  of  contract,  because  it  is  far  more  convenient, 
both  to  the  seller  and  the  purchaser.  For  it  enables  the  ven- 
dee to  postpone  the  paymcTit  of  a  large  portion  of  the  pur- 
chase-money until  he  finds  it  entirely  convenient  to  pay  it; 
and  at  the  same  time  it  is  more  advantageous  to  the  vendor, 
as  it  gives  him  a  better  security  fur  the  punctual  payment  of 
the  interest ;  and  while  an  extended  credit  is  given  to  the 
vendee,  it  is  to  the  vendor  a  sale  for  cash.  For  if  his  ground 
rent  is  well  secured,  he  can  at  any  time  sell  it  in  the  market, 
for  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  left  in  the  hands  of  the 
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vendee.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  rent  reserved  is  pre- 
cisely the  interest  on  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money  re- 
maining unpaid.  And  when  it  must  be  admitted  that  a  sale 
in  which  a,  bond  of  conveyance  is  given,  and  the  title  retained 
by  the  vendor,  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money, 
ia  in  equity  a  revocation,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  good 
reason  for  holding  otherwise  in  the  case  before  us,  where  the 
vendor  is  equally  bound  to  convey  when  the  whole  purchase- 
money  is  paid.  A  distinction  between  the  cases  would  rest 
on  a  difference  in  form  rather  than  of  substance  and  principle. 
It  would  moreover  make  the  revocation  depend  upon  the  will 
of  a  stranger,  and  not  upon  that  of  tlie  testator.  For  if  Arm- 
strong hm  paid  to  him  in  his  lifetime,  the  whole  amount 
of  the  purchase-money,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do  under  the 
0007-1  "contract,  it  is  very  clear  that  the  devise  would  then 
J  have  been  revoked.  And  if  the  purchaser's  omission 
to  pay  prevents  the  contract  from  being  a  revocation,  the 
validity  of  the  devise  is  made  to  depend,  not  upon  the  will  or 
the  act  of  a  testator,  but  that  of  a  stranger,  over  which  the 
testator  has  no  control.  We  think  a  distinction  leading  to 
that  result  cannot  be  maintained,  and  that  the  devise  in  ques- 
tion was  revoked  by  the  contract  with  Armstrong. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellants,  however,  contends,  that  if 
the  will  is  revoked,  and  the  land  converted  into  money,  yet 
there  was  a  legal  reversionary  interest  remaining  in  him ; 
and  that  the  rent  reserved,  being  incident  to  the  reversion 
and  pertaining  to  the  realty,  cannot  pass  under  a  bequest  of 
money  or  personal  estate. 

But  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  residuary  clause  in 
the  codicil  gives  to  his  wife  all  his  real  as  well  as  personal 
property,  not  otherwise  disposed  of;  and  therefore  is  broad 
enough  to  embrace  the  interest  in  question,  although,  in  con- 
templation of  law,  it  belongs  to  the  reality. 

We  do  not  mean  to  say,  that  every  residuary  clause  in  a 
codicil  will  pass  land  specifically  devised  in  a  will,  where,  by 
some  act  of  the  testator,  the  devise  is  impliedly  revoked  after 
the  codicil  was  executed.  There  are  adjudged  cases  upon 
certain  wills  where  it  has  been  held  otherwise.  But  whether 
the  property  passes  to  the  devisee  or  descends  to  the  heir,  as 
in  a  case  of  intestacy,  must  depend  upon  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  to  be  gathered  from  the  will  and  codicil.  It  is 
always  necessarUy  a  question  of  intention.  No  two  wills, 
probably,  were  ever  written  in  precisely  the  same  language 
throughout;  nor  any  two  testators  die  under  the  same  cir- 
cumstances in  relation  to  their  estate,  family,  and  friends. 
And  it  would  be  very  unsafe  as  well  as  uuiust  to  expound 
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the  will  of  one  man,  by  the  construction  which  a  court  of 
justice  had  given  to  that  of  another,  merely  because  simi- 
lar words  were  used  in  particular  parts  of  it. 

Undoubtedly  there  are  fixed  rules  of  law  in  relation  to  the 
construction  of  ceitain  words  and  phrases  in  a  will,  which 
have  been  established  by  a  long  course  of  judicial  decisions ; 
and  which  have  become  landmarks  of  property,  and  cannot 
therefore  be  disturbed.  But  in  most  of  the  cases  in  which 
tliey  have  been  applied,  it  is  to  be  feared  that  they  have  not 
accomplished,  but  defeated,  the  testator's  intentions. 

They  owe  their  origin  to  the  principles  of  the  feudal  sys- 
tem, which  always  favored  the  heir  at  law,  because  it  was  its 
policy  to  perpetuate  large  estates  in  the  same  family.  And, 
acting  upon  tliis  principle,  the  English  courts  of  justice  have, 
in  some  instances,  placed  the  narrowest  possible  construction 
on  the  "words  of  a  will.  And  a  testator  sometimes  r«oAQ 
being  held  to  die  intestate  as  to  portions  of  his  prop-  '- 
erty,  and  left  it  to  descend  to  his  heir,  when  a  fair  and  rea- 
sonable interpretation,  according  to  the  ordinary  acceptation 
of  the  words  used,  plainly  showed  that  the  whole  estate  was 
intended  to  be  devised  to  another, 

It  has  not  been  the  disposition  of  courts  of  justice,  in  mod- 
ern times,  to  extend  the  application  of  these  rigid  technical 
rules;  but  rather  to  carry  otit  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
when  no  fixed  rule  of  legal  interpretation  stands  in  the  way. 
And  this  is,  and  ought  to  be,  more  especially  the  case  in  this 
country,  For  wills  here  are  most  frequently  drawn  by  per- 
sons unacquainted  with  legal  phraseology,  and  ignorant  of 
the  meaning  which  the  law  attaches  to  the  words  they  use. 
The  property  devised  is,  perhaps,  in  tlie  greater  number  of 
coses,  the  fruits  of  the  testator's  own  industry.  And  the 
policy  and  institutions  of  the  countr)'  are  adverse  to  the 
feudal  policy  of  favoring  the  heir  at  the  expense  of  the 
devisee ;  and  of  construing,  for  that  purpose,  the  words  of 
the  will  in  their  most  restricted  sense,  although  that  con- 
struction obviously  defeats  the  intention  of  the  testator. 

But  the  question,  arising  upon  this  will  and  codicil,  does 
not  depend  upon  any  word  or  phrase  to  which  the  law  has 
afBxed  a  certain  and  definite  meaning.  The  words  used  are 
legally  sufficient  to  pass  the  property  to  his  widow,  and  the 
only  question  is,  was  that  his  intention,  as  we  gather  it 
&om  the  will  and  codicil,  considered  together?  We  think 
it  was. 

Eleven  years  elapsed  between  the  date  of  the  will  and  that 
of  the  codicil.  The  situation  of  the  testator's  property  had 
undergone  considerable  changes  during  that  time ;  and  his 
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mind  also  had  materially  changed  as  to  the  maimer  of  dispos- 
ing of  it.  The  lands  meiitiuiied  in  the  residuary  claucte  of  his 
will,  had,  with  a  very  small  exception,  been  sold.  And  the 
property  he  purchased  with  the  proceeds  of  these  sales  or 
otherwise  acquired  after  the  date  of  the  will,  was  devised  by 
the  codicil  to  his  wife  and  her  sister,  and  not,  as  before, 
divided  between  his  wife  and  his  brother's  children  ;  and  the 
whole  of  his  personal  esbite  is  given  exclusively  to  his  wife, 
instead  of  the  one  half  only  bequeathed  in  the  will.  The 
bind,  which  has  given  rise  to  this  controversy,  was  also  sold 
by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  and  two  thousand  dollars  of 
the  purchase-money  had  become  personalty,  and  as  such, 
unquestionably  passed  to  the  wife,  hy  the  reaiduary  clause  in 
the  codicil.  The  testator's  remaining  interest  in  this  prop- 
erty was  also  money,  and  nut  land ;  but  by  reason  of  the 
form  in  which  he  contracted  to  sell  it,  this  portion  of  the 
money  belonged  to  the  realty.  It  is  impossible  to  suppose, 
after  looking  at  these  bequests  to  his  wife,  that  he  meant  to 
die  intestate  of  this  money,  and  to  divide  this  small  portion 
»Qqq-i  *<)f  ^^^  estate  in  two  parts,  giving  her  the  two  thousand 
J  dollars,  but  withholding  ftom  her  the  residue,  and 
leaving  it  to  be  claimed  by  whoever  might  chance  to  he  his 
heir  at  law  at  the  time  of  his  death.  On  the  contrary,  it  is 
manifest,  from  the  whole  context  of  the  will  and  codicil,  that 
he  did  not  mean  to  die  intestate  of  any  portitm  of  his  prop- 
erty; and  that  what  did  not  pass  to  others  by  a  specific 
devise  or  bequest,  should  go  to  his  wife.  Tiie  codicil  is  evi- 
dently drawn  by  unskilful  hands,  and  therefore,  according  to 
settled  principles  of  law,  must  receive  a  fair  and  liberal  inter- 
pretation to  accomplish  the  intent.  And  as  that  intent  is 
apparent  in  favor  of  the  widow,  it  ought  not  to  be  defeated 
by  a  narrow  and  technical  construction  of  particular  words. 

It  was  su^ested,  in  the  argument,  that  the  apjiellants  might 
be  entitled  to  a  remainder  in  fee,  in  the  two  lots  on  which,  it 
would  seem  from  the  will  and  codicil,  that  two  old  servants 
of  the  testator  were  living.  But  this  point,  very  properly, 
was  not  pressed.  For  the  lots  mentioned  in  that  clause  of 
the  will,  in  which  a  remainder  in  fee  is  given  to  the  appellants 
after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Busley,  are  lots  on  which  there  were 
improvements,  and  which  yielded  an  income.  The  lots  in 
question  were  not  of  that  description.  They  yielded  no  in- 
come, and  consequently  are  not  embraced  in  that  devise. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  the  decree  of  the  Cir^ 
cult  Court  was  right,  and  must  be  afGrmed. 
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This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  trauscript  of  the 
recoi'd  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Maryland,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  con- 
sideration whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged,  and 
decreed,  by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  the  aaid  Circuit 
Court  iu  this  cause  he,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed  with 


Dissenting,  Mr.  Justice  GRIER. 


•John  F.  Ennib,  Administrator  db  bonib  kon  rmAnn 
OF  Joseph  Zolkowski  and  otheks,  v.  J,  H.  B.  L 
Smith,  Administrator  of  George  Bomford,  Lewis 
Johnson,  Administrator  db  bonis  non  or  Thaddbus 
Kosciusko,  James  Careico,  Samuel  Stott,  George 
C.  Bomford,  Jacob  Gideon,  Ulyssbb  Ward,  and 
JoNATUAH  B.  H.  Smith. 

Origin  of  the  fund  in  contrOTersy. 

Mr.  Jefferson's  letter  concerning  it. 

General  Kosciusko  made  four  wills.  One  in  tlie  United  States,  in  1798 ;  an- 
other in  I'tirii,  in  IbOO;  tlie  third  and  fourili  were  made  at  Boleure,  in 
Swilzerland,  whilat  he  was  sojourning  there  in  IttlG  and  181T. 

The  first  and  second  nilla  were  revoked  Ly  the  third,  aud  lie  died  intestate  as 
to  his  estate  in  the  United  Slates. 

But  the  first  nill,  before  it  was  known  that  lie  had  made  tlie  others,  was  pro- 
bated by  Mr.  JellerMn,  in  Virginia,  and  when  Mr.  JelTerson  learned  that 
the  General  had  made  other  wills,  he  transferred  tlie  fund  to  the  Orphana' 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  Tlie  Orphans'  Court  managed  the  fund 
for  some  time,  and  then  Benjamin  L.  Lear  was  appointed  the  l^ministrator 
of  Kosciusko,  with  the  will  sniicxcd.  lie  died,  loiLving  a  wilj,  and  George 
Bomford  one  of  his  executors.  Bomford  qualifled  ns  such,  and  afterwards 
became  the  administrator  of  Kosdusko  ile  bow's  nun.  He  took  into  his  pus- 
session,  as  executor,  the  estate  of  Lear,  and  also  the  funds  of  Kosciusko, 
which  had  been  adminislcred  by  Lear,  and  first  made  his  return  to  the 
Orphans'  Court  of  the  ndniinistered  funds  of  Kosciusko,  as  executor  of 
I.ear.  Afterwards  they  were  returned  by  him  to  the  Orphans'  Court,  as 
administrator  Je  boiiii  nou  of  Kosciusko.  The  Orphans'  Court  dci^ming  that 
his  sureties  as  administrator  de  bonit  non  of  Kosciusko,  were  insufficient,  or 
that  they  were  not  liable  for  any  waste  of  them,  on  account  of  the  funds 
haTing  been  received  by  him  as  executor  of  Lear,  and  not  as  administrator 
de  baitit  nan,  called  upon  him  for  other  sureties,  under  the  act  of  Congress 
of  the  20th  February,  134G.  Ile  complied  with  the  call,  and  gave  as  sure- 
ties, Stott,  Carrico,  and  George  C.  Bomford,  and  Gideon,  Ward,  and  Smith. 

The  original  bonds  of  Bomford  were  given  to  the  Orphans'  Court,  under  the 
law  of  Maryland,  which  prevailed  without  alteration  in  that  part  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  which  had  been  ceded  by  Maryland,  until  ConsTi.'sii 
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patBtd  the  act  of  tlio  20th  February,  1846.  Thp  defendnnt  Stntt,  Carrico, 
and  George  C.  Bomfnrd,  and  timith.  Ward,  and  Gideon,  became  the  lure- 
tiea  of  Bomtun],  aa  adminialrator  de  bonia  nun  of  Koaciusko,  under  the  act 
Oif  20th  February,  1846, 
In  the  State  of  Maiyland,  if  sd  executor  or  adminiglrator  changes  tuiy  part 
of  an  eetiite  from  wliat  it  was  intn  aometliing  else,  it  ia  aaid  to  be  admin- 
ilCered.  If  an  adininiatrator  de  boah  nan,  [loaeeBBes  himself  of  such  changed 
estate',  of  whatever  kind  it  may  be,  and  charges  hinieelf  witli  it  aa  aaaeta, 
his  sur(>ticB  to  his  original  bond,  as  admitiislrator  de  boaia  non,  are  not  liable 
for  his  waste  of  them.  They  are  only  liable  for  such  assets  of  the  deceased 
as  remain  in  specie,  unadminislered  by  hia  predeeesaor,  in  the  administra. 
tion.  Such  i»  the  law  uf  Maryland,  applicable  to  the  sureties  of  Bomford, 
in  the  bond  given  when  he  was  appointed  administrator  de  bonii  non  of  Koa- 

But  when  other  aureties  are  called  for  by  the  Orphana"  Court,  under  the  third 
section  of  the  act  of  Fubruary  20,  1846,  and  are  given,  they  do  not  bear 
the  same  relation  to  tlie  adininistrntor  that  his  original  sureties  did,  and 
they  will  be  bound  for  tlic  waste  of  their  principal  to  the  amount  of  the 
estate,  or  funds  which  he  has  charged  himself  by  his  return  to  the  Orphans' 
Court,  as  administrator  de  hoiiii  nan,  when  it  called  for  additional  sureties, 
and  for  such  as  the  administrator  may  afterwards  rcceiTC. 

The  bonds  taken  by  the  Omhans'  Court  in  this  cose,  were  properly  taken 
under  the  act  of  the  20ch  February,  1846. 

General  Kosciusko's  Ulographic  will  of  1816.  contains  a  revoking  clause  of  all 
other  wills  previously  made  by  him,  and  not  having  disposed  of  his  Ameri- 
can funds  in  that  will,  nor  in  the  will  of  I81T,  he  died  intestate  as  to  such 
,jQ.-.  funds.  The  second  ■article  in  the  will  of  1817,  "  Je  Ugue  lous  mes 
-■  effels,  ma  voiture,  et  mon  cheval  y  comprise  ^  Madame  et  &  Mon- 
■ieur  Zavier  Zellner,  les  homme  ce  dessus." — record,  lOS — is  not  a  residuary 
bequest  to  (hem  of  the  rest  of  his  estate,  not  specifically  disposed  of  in  the 
wills  of  1816  and  1817. 

General  Kosciusko  was  sojourning  in  Switzerland  when  he  died,  but  was 
domiciled  in  France,  and  had  been  for  fifteen  years. 

His  declarations  are  to  be  received  as  proof  that  hie  domicil  was  in  France. 
Such  declarations  liave  always  been  received,  in  questions  of  domicil,  in 
the  courts  of  France,  in  those  of  England,  and  in  the  courts  of  the  ITniled 
States.' 

The  presumption  of  law  ia,  that  the  domicil  of  origin  is  retained,  until  resi- 
dence elsewhere  has  been  shown  by  him  who  alleges  a  change  of  it-  But  resi- 
dence elsewhere  repels  the  presumption,  and  casts  upon  him  who  denies  it 
to  be  a  domicil  of  choice,  the  burden  of  disproving  it.  The  place  of  resi- 
dence must  be  taken  to  be  a  domicil  of  choice,  unless  il  is  proved  that  it 
was  not  meant  t«  be  a  principal  and  permanent  residence.'  Conlingent 
events,  political  or  otherwise,  are  not  admissible  proofs  to  show,  where  one 
removes  from  his  domicil  of  origin,  for  a  residence  elsewhere,  that  the  lat- 
ter was  not  meant  to  be  a  principal  and  permanent  residence.  But  if  one 
is  exiled  by  authority  from  his  domicil  or  origin,  it  is  never  presumed  that 
he  has  abandoned  all  hope  of  reluming  hack.  The  abandonment,  how- 
ever, may  be  shown   by   proof.     General   Koaciusco  was   not  exiled  by 

'  S.  P.   Wright  V.  BoMofl,  126  Mass.,  v.  United  Smifs,  21  Wail..  360,  363 ; 

161;  Wallarev.  Lodge,  bTlradw.lUl),  Df'mnrev.  United  *alej,  3  Otto,  606- 

607 ;  he  Slover.  i  Hedt.  (N.  Y.),  82 ;  Tacker  v.  field,  6  Redf.  (S.  Y.),  139". 

but    see    Brookjield   v.    Wnrren,   128  But  the  presumption  that  a  domicile 

Mass.,  287.  once  acquired  continues,  will  not  pre- 

'  Followed.   Dred  ScM  r.  Sanil-  vail  when  its  effect  would  be  to  im- 

/vrd,  10  How.,  507.     Compare  Iiri«-e  poae  upon  a  parly  the  character  of  an 

V.  Rnice,  2  Bos.  &  P..  228  n  ;  Bompde  enemy  to  his  government.    Stoagktou 

T.  Johmione,  3  Ves.,  201 ;   Stanlfii  v.  v.  Hill,  3  Woods,  404. 
Antes,  3  Hags.  Ecc,  374, 437 ;  MifMi 
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suthoritj.  He  left  PoLuid  Toluntarily.  to  obtain  a  ciTil  Btatna  in  France, 
which  he  coDwieDtlouBl?  thought  he  could  not  enjoy  in  Poland,  vrhilst  it 
continued  under  a  foreign  dominion, 

Peraonai  property,  wherever  it  may  be,  ia  to  be  dieturbed  in  caae  of  inleatacy, 
according  to  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  inteatate.  Thia  rule  may  be 
■aid  to  be  a  part  of  the  j'ui  nenlium* 

What  that  law  ia  when  a  foreign  law  appliea,  muet  be  ehown  by  proof  of  it, 
and  in  the  case  of  written  law,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  oSer,  as  evidence,  tlie 
official  publication  of  the  law,  certified  Batiefactorily  to  be  such.  Unwrit- 
ten foreign  laws  must  be  proved  by  experts.'  There  is  no  general  rule  for 
BUtbeiilicBling  foreign  laws  in  the  courta  of  other  countries,  except  tliis, 
that  no  proof  shall  be  received,  "which  pre-supposea  better  testimony  be- 
hind, and  attainable  by  the  party."  Tbey  may  be  verified  by  an  oath,  or 
by  an  exemplification  of  a  copy  under  the  great  seal  of  the  State  or  nation 
whose  law  it  may  be,  or  by  a  cop;  proved  to  be  a  true  copy,  by  a  witneaa 
who  has  examined  and  compared  it  witli  the  original,  or  by  the  certificate 
of  an  officer  authorized  to  give  the  law,  which  certificate  niuat  he  duly 
proved.  Such  modes  of  proof  are  not  exclusive  of  others,  eapecially  of 
codes  and  accepted  histories  of  the  law  of  a  country.  See  also  the  cases 
of  Church  V.  I/ubbart,  in  2  Crancb.  181,  and  Talbot  v,  Serman,  in  1  Crarch, 
7.  In  thia  case,  the  Code  Civil  of  France,  with  this  indorsement,  "  Les 
Garde  des  Sceaux  de  France  &  la  Cceur  Supreme  Des  Etata  Unis,"  was 
oSered  as  evidence  to  prove  that  the  law  of  France  waa  for  the  distribu- 
tion of  the  funds  in  controversy.  This  court  ruled  that  such  indorsement 
was  a  sufficient  authentication,  to  make  the  code  evidence  in  thia  case,  and 
in  any  other  case  in  which  it  may  be  offered.  By  that  code,  the  complain- 
ants named  in  thia  suit  as  the  collateral  relations  of  General  Kosciusko, 
are  entitled  to  receive  the  funds  in  controversy,  in  such  proportions  as  are 
stated  in  the  mandate  of  this  conrt  to  the  court  below. 

The  documentary  proofs  in  thit  cause,  from  the  Orphans'  Court,  of  the  gene- 
alogy of  the  KoBciuako  family,  and  of  the  collateral  relntionsbip  of  the 
persona  entitled  to  a  decree,  and  also  of  the  wills  of  Kosciusko,  are  prop- 
erly in  evidence  in  this  suit. 

The  record  from  Grodno  is  judicial ;  not  a  jndgment  inter  parlri,  but  a  foreign 
judgment  in  rem,  which  is  evidence  of  the  facta  adjudicated  against  all  the 

Mr.  Justice  Catron  did  not  sit  in  this  cause. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  Iiolden  in  and  for  the 
county  of  Washington,  sitting  as  a  Court  of  Equity. 

The  whole  case  is  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

•The  appellants  were  those  who  filed  the  bill  iu  the  fAQo 
Circuit  Court,  which  was  dismissed  by  that  court.  ^ 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Tochman  and  Mr.  Johnton,  for  the 
appellants,  and  by  Mr.  Redin,  Mr.  Marhury,  and  Mr.  Ooxe, 
for  the  appellees. 

The  points  raised  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellants,  were 
the  following : 


•  Cited.   Pierce  t.  iMdttk,  16  OtW 
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I.  Was  Kosciusko's  doinicil,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  in 
France,  as  the  appellauts  charge,  or  was  it  iu  Poland,  as  the 
appellees  maintain  ? 

It  could  not  be  in  Poland,  since  Kosciusko  left  it,  because 
of  its  subjugation  by  the  foreign  powers,  ia  1794.  Vattel, 
Law  of  Nations,  Book  I.,  chap.  16,  §  195- 

It  was  in  France,  by  his  own  choice,  since  1806  until  4th 
of  June,  1816.  (Wills  of  1806  and  1816,  and  couclusiona  re- 
sulting from  the  admission  of  the  appellees.)  Story,  Coufl.  of 
Laws,  §  44-46,  §  8-47,  §  14. 

It  continued  to  be  in  France  until  his  death,  upon  the  prin* 
ciple  of  law  laid  down  in  1  Starkie  on  Evid.  (Philad.  ed.  of 
1842,  p.  53,  "Presumption  as  to  Continuance").  1  Ameri- 
can Leading  Cases,  by  Hare  &  Wallace,  p.  710,  §  3,  and  the 
authorities  therein  referred  to ;  Story,  Confl.  of  Laws,  §  47, 
§16. 

II.  Has  the  will  of  1816  been  proved?  Have  the  letters  of 
administration  de  bonis  non  to  Lewis  Johnson  been  issued 
with  the  wills  of  1798, 1806,  and  1816,  as  alleged  in  the  bill? 
Does  the  will  of  1816  revoke  the  wills  of  1798  and  1806?  Is 
the  residue  of  Kosciusko's  property  liable  for  the  legacies 
stated  in  the  wills  of  1816  and  1817? 

The  original  will  of  1816  was  proved,  recorded,  and  is 
lodged  for  safe  keeping  in  France,  and  its  authenticated 
exemplification  with  the  French  probate  was  proved  and 
recorded  in  the  Orphans'  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
pursuant  to  the  rules  laid  down  in  Toller  on  Ev.,  p.  71.  Van 
Rentielear  v.  Morris,  1  Paige  (N.  Y.),  13 ;  Story,  Confl.  of 
Laws,  notes  to  §  514  b,  on  p.  432  of  the  2d  ed. ;  Statute  of 
Maryland  of  1785,  chap.  46,  §  2;  De  Sobre  v.  De  Laistre,  2 
Har.  &  J.  (Md.),  191. 

The  letters  of  administration  de  bonii  non  to  Lewis  John- 
son were  issued  with  this  will  and  other  two,  as  charged  in 
the  bill,  proved  by  the  decretal  of  the  Orphans'  Court,  and 
the  deposition  of  the  recorder  of  the  wills. 

The  court  below  had,  and  this  court  has  now,  the  power  of 
deciding  what  effect  each  of  these  three  wills  of  Kosciusko 
should  have  upon  the  final  disposition  of  the  property  sought 
to  be  recovered.  1  Jarman  on  Wills,  4,  22,  28,  &c. 
•4031  *For  this  purpose  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  Koeci- 
■l  usko  at  the  time  of  his  death  must  be  resorted  to.  Jar- 
raan  on  Wills,  3,  4 ;  Story,  Confl.  of  Laws,  §  465,  467,  468, 
479  f,  479  m. 

The  will  of  1798  cannot  take  effect,  because  of  the  uncer- 
tain^ of  it-s  dispositions  and  objects  of  the  bounty ;  the  will 
of  1806  is  null  and  void,  not  being  executed  according  to 
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either  of  the  fonnB  prescribed  by  the  laws  of  France  for 
making  wills ;  but,  good  or  bad,  thev  have  been  both  revoked 
by  the  will  of  1816. 

The  will  of  1816,  containing  the  revoking  clause  of  former 
wills,  ia  a  good  and  valid  olographic  will,  proved  by  the 
depositions  on  p.  15  and  16  of  the  record.  Arte.  970,  999, 
1001,  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Napoleon. 

Parol  evidence,  referred  to  in  the  answers,  has  not  been 
produced  ;  but,  if  it  weie  produced,  it  could  not  be  received, 
to  impeach  the  will  of  1816,  nor  to  prove  its  revocation.  Civil 
Code  of  Napoleon,  Arts.  1035,  1036 ;  12  Wheat.,  175  ;  Toller 
on  Exec,  76 ;  1  Madd.  Ch.  Pr.,  81,  552,  555 ;  2  Stark,  on 
Ev.,  Part  I.,  Phil.  ed.  of  1842,  756,  and  Part  II.,  p.  1284, 
note  a ;  1  Gieenl.  on  Ev.,  §  273,  290. 

The  word  "effets,"  used  in  the  2d  clause  of  the  will  of 
1817,  being  restrained  by  the  words  "  ma  voiture  et  won  cheval 
y  comf-riie"  passes  only  property  of  "ej'wsdem  generis^^  and 
nothing  clae.     1  Jarman  on  Wills,  692  f. ;  13  Ves.,  86,  45. 

Independent  of  this,  the  French  word  "effets"  signifies 
only  such  property  as  is  about  the  person.  Dictionaire  Fran- 
cais  et  Anglais,  par  lea  Prof^aseur  Fleming  et  Tibbius;  Dic- 
tionaire de  I'Academie  Francaise. 

Admitted,  tliat  for  the  legacies  specified  in  the  will  of  1816, 
the  property  sought  t<»  be  recovered,  and  every  other  property 
of  Kosciusko,  would  be  liable — but  all  these  legacies  had  been 
paid. 

The  legacies  made  by  the  will  of  1817  being  legacies  of 
specific  funds,  which  were  invested  in  Switzerland  and  in 
England,  and  of  such  specific  property  which  was  left  in  the 
house  where  Kosciusko  died,  in  Switzerland,  none  of  them 
can  charge  any  other  property,  but  whatever  may  be  the 
law  in  this  respect,  the  proof  is  that  these  legacies  have  also 
been  paid. 

The  accidental  omission,  in  the  proceedings,  of  Mr.  and 
Mra.  Zavier  Zeltner,  legatees  under  the  will  of  1817,  is  imma- 
terial :  first,  because  they  take  only  such  property  in  kind  as 
comes  within  the  definition  of  the  word  "effets, '  restrained 
by  the  words  "ma  voiture  et  mon  eheval  y  compriie,"  ami 
should  claim  it  from  those  persons  in  Switzerland  in  whose 
possession  these  "  effets  "  were  left ;  secondly,  because,  by  the 
law  of  France,  npon  the  death  of  the  testator  or  intestate,  the 
property  vests  in  "the  lawful  heirs,  who  atand  in  loco  rtiftA 
of  legal  representatives  of  the  deceased  at  common  law.  *■ 
Civil  CfKle  of  Napoleon,  Art.  724;  Story,  Confl.  of  Laws,  § 
507,  508,  516. 

It  follows,  from  the  above  rule,  that  when  the  lawful  heirs 
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of  KoBciusko  recover  the  property  which  is  not  wanted  here 
by  local  administrator,  all  claimaiita  residing  lu  Europe, 
whether  they  are  legatees  or  creditors,  will  have  a  right  to 
establish  there  their  claims.  It  would  be  immaterial,  then, 
were  all  the  claimants  residing  in  Europe  omitted  in  these 
proceedings,  as  no  decree  pro  cor\fesio  taken  here  will  bar 
their  claims  there.  Civil  Code  of  Napoleon,  Arte,  724,  870, 
873.  toil,  1025,  1026. 

Admitting,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  the  existence  of  such 
European  claims,  this  is  no  defence ;  the  appellees  in  such  a 
case  should  bring  money  into  court — show  good  reasons  of 
their  apprehension  for  safety,  and  pray  that  the  appellants 
may  interplead  their  right  with  other  claimants.  2  Story, 
Cojn.  on  Eq.,  §  805,  809,  &e. ;  Mitf.  Eq.  PI.  by  Jeremy,  p. 
48,  49. 

III.  Have  the  appellants  proved  that  Kosciusko  died  un- 
married and  without  issue,  and  that  they  are  his  next  of  kin, 
entitled  to  the  residue  of  undisposed  of  projierty  ?  "  In  civil 
cases,  slight  evidences  of  right  or  title  are  sufficient — as 
against  a  stranger  who  possesses  no  color  of  title,"  1  Starkie 
on  Ev.,  Phil.  ed.  of  1842,  p.  544.  In  case  of  Folger'e  Leasee  v. 
iSimpson,  (1  Yeates  (Pa.),  17,)  ex  parte  affidavit,  made  in 
England,  was  held  to  be  sufficient  evidence  uF  pedigree 
against  strangers,  Kingston  v.  Lesley,  10  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.), 
383.  The  appellees  are  all  strangers,  having  no  color  of  title 
to  the  estate  of  Kosciusko.  The  appellants,  to  establish  their 
title  thereto,  produce  a  decree  of  the  nobility  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  Grodno,  and  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Kobryn,  in  the 
province  of  Lithuania,  formerly  Poland,  now  a  part  of  the 
Empire  of  Russia,  which  were  proved  as  to  their  authenticity, 
and  as  to  the  competency  of  the  tribunals  which  passed  them ; 
first,  in  the  Orphans'  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  in 
the  course  of  legal  proceedings  against  Bomford,  deceased 
administrator,  and  subsequently,  by  depositions  taken  under 
the  commission  in  the  case. 

The  originals  of  these  foreign  decrees,  written  in  the 
Russian  language,  are  on  file  in  the  court  below.  Their 
translations  will  be  found  on  p.  73,  Exhibit  A,  and  on  p.  80, 
Exhibit  B.  These  translations  are  judicial — they  were  made 
under  oath,  taken  in  open  court.  The  originals,  written  in 
the  Russian  language,  are  not  in  the  record,  from  reasons 
stated  in  the  answer  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  below. 

The  authenticity  of  these  documents  has  been  established 

by  the  testimony  that  the  seal  of  the  Assembly  of  the  Nobility 

*4051  "^^  **^®  decree  of  pedigree,  (marked  A,  on  p.  78,)  and 

J  the  seal  of  the  Court  of  Kobryn  in  the  decree,  fniarked 
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B,  on  p.  80,)  are  geouiiie  seals,  which  alone  ie  sufGcient,  under 
the  principles  laid  down  in  6  Wend.  (N.  Y.),  484;  1  Paiiie, 
614;  Norris,  Peake's  Evid.,  58,  conjointly  with  60,  108,  and 
109;  8  East,  222;  Act  of  Maryland,  of  1785,  ch.  46,  S  6. 

Though  the  foregoing  authorities  do  not  require  that  the 
signatures  be  proved,  to  establish  the  authenticity  of  a  decree 
or  judgment — the  appellauta  proved  two  of  the  signatures  on 
the  decree  of  pedigree,  marked  A,  on  page  80,  by  the  deposi- 
tion— which,  upon  the  principle  laid  down  in  Gresley,  Eq. 
Ev.,  p.  120,  and  the  authorities  therein  referred  to,  would  be 
sufficient,  were  it  deemed  necessary  to  prove  the  signatures. 

The  seals  and  signatures  not  proved,  (which  are  appended 
to  the  certificates,  purporting  to  attest  the  signatures  and 
seals  of  the  Assembly  of  the  Nobility  of  Grodno,  and  of  the 
Court  of  Kobryn,)  are  useless  appendages,  the  law  not  admit- 
ting such  cert&cates  as  evidence.  13  Pet.,  209 ;  2  Cranch, 
187. 

The  competency  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Assembly  of  the 
Nobility  of  Grodno,  and  of  the  Court  of  Kobryn,  in  matters 
decided  upon  by  the  exhibited  decrees  of  pedigree,  &c.,  is 
proved  by  the  depositions  of  witnesses  skilled  in  law,  which 
depositions  prove  also  that  the  decree  of  the  Assembly  of  the 
Nobility,  marked  A,  on  p.  73,  falls  within  the  scope  of  such 
as  are  called  in  rem,  and  bind  everybody. 

DeiKisitiona  taken  in  the  Orphans'  Court  are  evidence  in 
this  case,  upon  the  principle  laid  down  in  1  Stark,  on  Ev., 
Phil.  ed.  of  1842,  p.  315 — tlie  more  so  when  they  were  brought 
before  the  court  below,  through  the  medium  of  a  commission 
taken  in  the  ease. 

Independent  of  tliis  witness,  Judge  Kalussowski  was  reex- 
amined under  the  commission,  and  another  witness,  Tysowski, 
was  examined  under  it. 

The  decrees,  marked  A  and  B,  are  as  exclusive  evidence  to 

f prove  pedigree  in  tliis  country,  as  they  are  in  the  country 
rom  which  they  come,  upon  principles  laid  down  in  1  Stark, 
on  Ev.,  Phil.  ed.  of  1842,  p.  253,  "Judgments  in  rem."  Id. 
p.  SO,  "  Reputation,  in  wnat  caBes  evidence."  2  Stark,  on 
Ev.,  same  ed.,  part  1,  p.  842 ;  1  Id.,  275 ;  Norris,  Peake's  Ev., 
101,  104-6;  1  Stark,  on  Ev.,  same  ed.,  285-6,  295-6;  1 
Greenl.  on  Ev.,  §§  525,  543 ;  Story,  Confl.  of  Laws,  §  598. 

The  objection  that  the  decree  of  pedigree,  marked  A,  was 
obtained  upon  ex  parte  proceedings,  &c.,  cannot  be  sustained, 
when  it  is  proved  that  it  was  obtained  upon  such  proceedings 
as  the  law  of  the  country  from  which  it  oomes  prescribes 
(depositions  on  pp.  85,  69,  70,  of  the  record).  4  Pet.,  472, 
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mAniti  476 ;  Storv,  "Confl.  of  Laire,  §§  605,  608 ;  Peake,  Et., 
*"^J  101, 104^106 ;  1  Greenl.  on  Ev.,  §  547. 

The  city  of  Grodno  is  the  capital,  and  the  seat  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  Province  of  Lithuania,  which  is  called  Govern- 
ment of  Grodno — just  as  is  called  the  government  of  the 
United  States,  "Government  of  Washington."  Encyc.  Brit., 
vol.  10,  p.  799 ;  Cyol.  of  Soc.  for  Diff.  of  Useful  Knowledge, 
vol  11,  p.  465.  Hence  comes  the  incongruity  of  the  testimony, 
in  calling  the  official  seal  of  the  nobility  of  Grodno  "  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Grodno's  official  seal,"  "a  Government  seal  of 
Lithuania."  But  that  both  these  expressions  mean  to  speak 
of  the  seal  of  the  nobility  of  Grodno,  proves  the  fact  that  ooth 
witnesses  had  before  them  the  document  with  the  seal  de- 
scribed in  its  body,  on  p.  80  of  the  record,  as  the  seal  of  the 
nobility  of  Grodno. 

Nor  can  the  testimony  of  these  witnesses  be  impeached  by 
giving  it  a  different  construction  than  the  nature  of  the  case 
admita  of,  the  appellees  having  neglected  to  cross-examine 
them,  (Starkie  on  Ev.,  I'hil.  ed.  of  1842,  pp.  197,  212,  214, 
816,  317,  577,)  though  their  counsel  were  present  at  the  tak- 
ing of  depositions,  and  cross-examined  one  witness  on  other 
matters. 

Independent  of  the  above,  witness  Kalussowski  explained 
himself  as  to  his  testimony  by  deposition. 

The  Assemblies  of  Nobility,  when  called  upon  to  decide  on 
pedigree,  issue  as  many  original  copies  of  decrees  as  there 
are  interested  parties. 

In  this  case,  four  original  copies  of  such  decree  were  issued 
and  delivered  to  the  appellants.  The  original  copy,  of  which 
the  translation  is  marked  A,  on  p.  73  of  the  record,  is  one  of 
these  four  copies.  None  of  these  copies  is  "  better  evidence." 
Each  of  them  is  evidence  of  the  same  decree  for  all  purposes. 

Reference  is  made  that  a  certain  Pole,  Klimkiewicz,  filed  a 
bill  claiming  the  estate,  as  next  of  kin  of  Kosciusko.  This  in- 
dividual attempted  to  impose  in  the  premises — when,  upon 
the  death  of  the  former  counsel  of  the  appellants,  they  had 
no  one  here  to  take  care  of  their  claim.  This  snit  abated  by 
the  death  of  Klimkiewicz  and  of  administrator  Bomford,  and 
its  papers  formed  no  part  of  the  record  in  the  court  below. 

The  residue  of  Kosciusko's  estate  goes  to  the  appellants,  as 
his  next  of  kin,  upon  the  principle  laid  down  in  1  Jarman  on 
Wills,  8,  4,  &c. ;  Civil  Code  of  Napoleon,  art.  750. 

IV.  Are  the  defendants  liable  to  account,  as  is  charged  in 
the  bill,  on  pp.  6,  8,  of  the  record? 

The  decree  dismissing  the  bill  against  Jonathan  B.  H. 
Smith,  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Bomford,  is  not  que»- 
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tioDed — Bomford  haviug  died  insolvent,  (pp.  48, 109,  of  tbe 
record.) 

As  to  the  Bame  Jonathan  B.  H.  Smith,  trustee  of  the  property 
•which  Bomford  delivered  to  him  as  counter  security,  f„4nn 
with  the  deed  of  trust,  on  p.  2S  of  the  record,  he  is  '- 
bound  to  account  for  it  to  the  appellants,  upon  the  principle 
laid  down  in  1  Story  on  Eq.,  §  502 ;  Eq.  Abr.,  93,  K.  5 ;  Comm. 
Dig.  Chancery,  4,  D.  6 ;  Wriffht  v.  Morely,  11  Ves.,  22.  He 
is  bound  also  to  account,  upon  the  same  principle,  for  tbe  sum 
of  $4,156.92,  for  rents,  &e.,  which  be  admitted  to  hold  in  bis 
hands — in  the  answei*  on  p.  49  of  the  record — and  for  such 
after  rente  as  accrued  since  the  filing  of  that  answer. 

Lewis  Johnson,  administrator  de  oonis  non  of  Kosciusko's 
estate,  in  bis  original  answer,  (p.  29  of  the  record,)  admitted, 
that  At  tbe  time  of  the  filing  of  it  he  had  under  bis  control 
stock  of  the  Bank  of  Washington  of  the  nominal  value  of 
$5,680.00 — of  which  the  market  price  was  then  60  per  109 — 
and  $200  in  cash.  In  bis  amended  answer,  (on  p.  62  of  the 
record,)  he  informed  the  court  that  said  bank  refused  to  pay  ■ 
him  further  dividends,  under  '*  pretence  "  that  tliis  st^ck  does 
not  belong  to  Kosciusko's  estate ;  and  on  p.  63  of  it,  he  ad- 
mitted that  be  had  in  hands  $268.28  in  cash.  In  view  of 
these  admissions,  the  decree  of  tbe  court  below,  dismissing 
the  bUl  against  him  as  administrator  de  boni»  Mon,  is  erroneous ; 
he  ought  to  account  for  the  cash  and  the  certificate  of  tbe 
stock  which  he  holds. 

As  to  the  liability  of  the  sureties  of  Bomford : 

This  is  the  only  point  upon  whicli  the  court  below  delivered 
a  written  opinion.  It  is  not  in  the  record,  the  Judges  not 
having  filed  it  in  the  case,  but  it  will  be  found  in  a  separate 
pamphlet,  published  by  the  appellees. 

Grounds  upon  which  tbe  court  below  dismissed  the  bill 
against  the  sureties,  are  as  follows: 

First,  because  the  original  assets  of  Kosciusko  having  been 
converted  into  money,  by  Lear,  tbe  first  adininistratoi',  this 
money  and  the  evidences  of  the  new  investments  could  not 
(in  the  opinion  of  the  court  below)  pass  lawfully  to  Bomford 
as  the  administrator  de  honit  non  of  the  estate  of  Kosciusko, 
but  he  ought  to  have  administered  them  as  Lear's  executor, 
(pp.  9,  12,  IS,  of  the  opinion)  ;  secondly,  because  Bomford, 
Eidniinistrator  [2e  honig  non,  "converted  and  used"  tbe  funds 
of  Kosciusko's  estate  before  the  date  of  tbe  bonds,  (Id.,  14) ; 
thirdly,  because  the  act  of  CongreHs  of  1846,  (cb.  8,)  and  tbe 
bonds  obtained  under  it,  are  prospective  and  not  retrospective, 
(Id.,  16-21)  ;  fourthly,  because  what  is  retained  by  the  first 
adnuiuBtrator  oaunut  go  to  tbe  administrator  de  bonit  non.  (Id., 
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21-24);  fifthly,  variances  of  the  bond  referred  to  in  the  bill, 
and  exhibited  as  evidence,  were  alleged,  (Id.,  7,)  but  the 
court  expressed  do  opinion  as  to  it. 

•4rtai  *The  counsel  for  the  appellees  made  the  following 
-I  points,  many  of  w^hich  were  divided  into  subdivisions. 
Mr.  Coxe  argued  points  1,  2,  4,  and  5.  Mr.  Redin,  points  7 
iind  8,  and  part  of  3.  Mr.  MarbuTy  the  retnaiuing  subdivi- 
sion of  8,  and  point  6. 

The  appellees,  the  sureties  of  Bomford,  contend : 

I.  That  the  Circuit  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause. 
Act  of  2l8t  Feb.,  1801,  §  5;  3d  March,  1801,  §  3;  Judicial 
Act  of  1789 ;  Sirawbrid-je  v.  Curth,  3  Cranch,  267. 

II.  That  the  claim  must  be  made  through  the  administra- 
tor of  Kosciusko's  doniicil. 

The  administration  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  if  the 
domicil  was,  as  the  complainants  allege,  in  France,  was  merely 
ancillary,  and,  after  paying  debts,  &e.,  the  residue  of  the 
estate  ought  to  be  remitted  to  France,  to  the  executors  under 
the  wills  of  1816  and  1817;  and  complainants,  all  being  or 
representing  foreign  parties,  muut  proceed  ag-.unst  such  for- 
eign executors,  and  cannot  sue  the  ancillary  administrator 
here ;  and  the  bill  makes  no  case  in  which  a  foreign  distribu- 
tee can  maintain  an  action  here.  Story,  Confl.  Laws,  §  513, 
and  cases  cited  in  the  notes. 

III.  That  if  the  appellants  have  proved  themselves  to  be 
the  true  representatives  of  Kosciusko,  and  can  claim  directly, 
tlie  defendants,  as  sureties  of  Komford,  as  administrator  de 
honii  non  of  Kosciusko,  are  not  liable  to  them, — 

1.  Because  the  whole  of  the  original  assets  were  converted 
into  money  by  Lear  in  his  life,  except  Bank  of  Columbia 
stock ;  and  because  the  money  and  new  securities  on  hand  at 
his  death  passed  to  Bomford,  as  executor  of  Lear,  for  distri- 
bution, and  Bomford's  sureties,  in  that  capacity,  if  any,  are 
answerable  ;  that  Bomford  had  no  legal  right  or  authority,  as 
administrator  de  bonin  non,  to  receive  such  money  and  securi- 
ties ;  and  the  defendants,  as  sureties  for  him  in  that  character, 
are  liable  only  for  what  he  could  lawfully  and  rightfully  re- 
ceive in  virtue  of  his  office  as  such  administrator;  that  their 
bond  does  not  cover  what  is  claimed. 

2.  Admitting  Bomford  came  rightfully,  as  administrator 
lie  bonis  non,  into  possession  of  the  money  and  securities  left 
by  Lear,  the  sureties  are  not  liable  to  the  full  extent  of  the 
complainant's  claim  ;  because  Bomford  wasted  and  converted 
to  Mb  own  use,  prior  to  the  date  of  the  bonds,  as  shown  by 
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complainant's  proof,  $30,625.47,  part  of  said  asEets,  for  which 
the  sureties  are  not  liable,  their  bonds  being  prospective  and 
not  retrospective. 

8.  The  thii'd  ground  upon  which  the  sureties  are  not  liable 
to  compIainaDts  is,  that  there  is  a  fatal  variance  between  the 
bonds  as  charged  in  the  bill,  and  the  bonds  as  exhibited  by 
comnlainants  to  prove  the  charge ;  and  further,  that  said 
bonds  are  void. 

•IV.  That  there  is  no  proof  in  this  cause  that  the  r»Anq 
appellants  are  the  next  of  kin  of  Kosciusko.  ^ 

V.  If  the  complainants  ai-e  the  next  of  kin,  and  if  there 
be  liability  on  the  part  of  the  sureties,  there  was  no  intestacy 
by  Kosciusko  as  to  these  funds;  but  if  the  will  of  1798  be 
revoked,  or  its  trusts  cannot  be  carried  out,  then  the  will  of 
1817  dis])oses  of  the  whole  fund  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Zavier 
Zeltner,  and  intercepts  the  claim  of  the  next  of  kin. 

As  to  the  trust  of  the  will  of  1798,  vide  2  Storj',  Eg.,  §§ 
1169, 1172,  1176 ;  Brocket'B  case,  9  How. ;  Girard's,  2  How. ; 
Bap.  Ass'n,  4  Wheat. 

Kosciusko  did  not  intend  to  die  intestate  as  to  any  of  his 
property ;  this  is  shown  by  his  frequent  wills,  and  by  the 
.  introductory  clause  in  the  will  of  1817. 

The  words  of  the  will  of  1817,  in  the  introductoiy  clause 
are,  "  men  hient "  ;  in  the  clause  of  gift  (the  second)  "  taut 
meg  effets,  ma  voiture,  et  mon  cheval  y  comprise." 

Standing  alone,  the  words  are  broad  enough  to  pass  his 
whole  estate.  "  Afeg  bietm,"  meaning  "estate,"  "what  a  man 
is  worth,"  and  "  tous  mes  effets,"  "  all  or  the  whole  of  my 
effeete  or  property." 

The  words  "  tous  mee  effets"  would  pass  the  whole  residue, 
and  the  introduction  of  the  words,  "my  carnage  and  horse 
included,"  was  not  for  the  purpose  of  restricting  or  qualify- 
ing the  former  terms,  but  resulted  from  the  testator's  anxiety 
that  those  articles  sliould  jjass  under  the  general  terras. 

The  expression  is  "included";  and  8ie  rule  of  ejusdem 
generis  is  inapplicable.  The  clause  in  this  will  of  18l7  comes 
within  the  qualifying  cases  upon  that  rule,  of  Fli-mlng  v. 
Burrows,  1  Ruas.  C.  0.,  277  ;  Kendal  v.  Kendal,  4  Itiiss.  C. 
C,  360,  (2  Wm's  Ex'urs,  1019)  ;  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  2  Myl.  & 
K.,  365,  (2  Wm*s  Exoi-s,  1019);  Parker  v.  Marchant,  1 
Younge  &  Coll.  C.  C,  290 ;  Rop.  on  Leg.,  210,  211. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Zavier  Zeltner  are  not  made  parties  in  this 
bill. 

VI.  If  there  was  intestacy,  then  it  is  not  proved  where  the 
domicil  of  Kosciusko  was  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  nor  is 
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the  law  or  nile  uf  repreaeiitaticin  or  succession  nhown ;  thew 
must  be  stated  in  the  bill,  anii  proved  as  stated. 

The  bill  states  that  Kosciusko  was  a  uative  of  Poland,  and 
died  at  Soleure,  iu  Switzerland,  intestate,  and  posseased  of  a 
large  personal  estate  in  the  United  States. 

It  is  alleged  that  France  was  the  doniicil  of  the  intestate 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  by  the  law  of  France,  then 
in  force,  the  succession  to  the  wliole  of  the  said  estate  was 
cast  upon  the  descendants  of  his  sisters,  representing  the 
parents  living  at  the  time. 

,.^(s-|       •The  defendants  contend — 

J  1.  That  there  is  no  evidence  to  prove  the  domicil,  as 
alleged.  Mere  residence  is  not  in  itself  proof  of  a  change  of 
domicil;  it  must  be  unimo  manendi.  Story,  Cimfl.  of  Laws, 
§  89 ;  1  Cur.  E.  R.,  866  ;  2  Id.,  897 ;  7  CI.  &  F.,  876. 

2.  That  the  law  of  the  assumed  domicil  is  not  set  forth  in 
the  bill. 

3.  That  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  case,  to  prove  the  law 
of  France  providing  for  the  succession  of  an  intestate's  per- 
sonal estate. 

To  prove  this  law,  as  alleged,  the  complainants  offered  in 
evidence  a  printed  volume  of  the  Code  Napoleon.  To  the 
admissibility  of  which,  for  such  purpose,  the  defendants  ob- 
jected ;  and  they  reply  on  1  Greeul.  Ev.,  §§  487,  488 ;  8  Wend. 
(N.Y.),  173;  5  Id.,  375,  384,  and  389. 

The  defendants  also  contend,  that  if  the  printed  volume  of 
the  code  be  received  as  adnuBsible,  the  law  as  contained  in 
the  Code  does  not  entitle  the  complainants  to  the  succession 
of  said  estate,  n&  claimed  by  them.  They  refer  to  the  Code, 
book  1,  §  11 ;  book  3,  §  726. 

VII.    That  proper  parties  are  not  made. 

1.  Lear's  sureties,  as  administrator  of  Kosciusko,  ought  to 
have  been  made  parties. 

2.  So  ought  Bomfoi-d's  sureties,  as  executor  of  Lear. 

3.  So  ought  Bomford's  original  sureties,  as  administrator 
de  bonU  non  of  Kosciusko. 

4.  And  so  ought  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Zavier  Zeltner,  the  residu- 
ary legatees  in  uie  will  of  1817. 

There  is  no  averment  in  the  bill,  of  the  insolvency  of  any 
of  the  omitted  sureties  to  excuse  the  omission. 

The  averment  goes  no  further  than  that  the  original  sure- 
ties of  Bomford,  as  administrator  de  honh  non,  are  dead,  and 
the  bond  is  open  to  the  plea  of  Hmitrttions.  Story,  E^.  PI., 
§  169,  and  note  3 ;  Madox  v.  Jaekion,  3  Atk.,  406 ;  Cockbum 
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T.  Thomp$on,  16  Yes.,  321,  overruliug  Stanley  v.  Cook^,  Mose- 
ley,  383,  &c. 

VIII.  Thut  the  raiuedy  agaiuiit  l^e  sareties  was  at  law  oa 
the  boDd,  and  nut  ia  equity. 

The  aui'eties -severally  filed  demuirei'S,  general  aad  special, 
to  the  complainants'  bill ;  in  snppurt  of  which  they  contend 
that  the  complainants  have  a  free  and  unobstructed  remedy 
at  law  against  them  on  their  bonds,  and  have,  therefore,  no 
right  to  tiring  theui  before  the  court  as  parties  in  tbis  cause. 

In  the  case  of  Riehaniaim  v.  Jonet  (S  Gill  &  J.  (Md.), 
163),  it  was  held  that  a  court  of  chancery  bad  no  }urisdictioB 
(on  petition  by  a  trustee  acting  under  a  decree  of  the  Chan* 
cellor  to  sell  land),  *to  order  the  purchaser  and  his  r%±-\\ 
sureties,  who  had  given  a  bond  fur  the  purchase-money,  '- 
to  bring  the  same  into  court,  to  be  paid  to  the  trustee.  The 
court  say.  the  contract  on  this  bond  is  a  purely  legal  one, 
and  can  be  enforced  by  an  action  at  law  and  tnal  Before  a 
jury. 

In  the  case  of  BoteUr  ^  Belt  v.  Brookes  (7  GiU  &  J.  (Md.), 
143),  on  petition  to  the  Chancellor  to  compel  the  sureties  in  a 
trustee's  bond  (he  being  dead  and  insolvent),  to  biing  the 

Eroceeds  of  a  sale  made  oy  the  trustee,  into  court,  tlie  court 
eld  that  the  obligation  of  tlie  sureties  on  their  bond  was 
purely  legal,  and  could  be  enforced  in  a  court  of  law  only. 

In  Brooke  v.  Soteler  et  al.  (12  Gill  &  J.  (Md.).  807),  it 
was  held  that  a  bill  in  chancery  might  be  maintained  against 
sureties  in  a  bond,  when  there  could  be  no  remedy  at  law. 
In  the  particular  case,  the  trustee  being  dead,  insolvent,  and 
there  being  no  administration  on  bis  estate,  there  could  be 
no  order  by  the  court  for  the  payment  of  the  complainants'  ■ 
claim.  At  page  317,  the  court  say,  *'  No  person  could  main- 
tain a  suit  at  law  in  such  case,  until  payment  was  awarded 
by  order  of  the  court  under  whose  decree  the  land  was  sold, 
and  demanded  of  the  trustee." 

The  cases  in  4  Munf.  (Va.),  289 ;  2  Edw.  (N.  Y.),  67 ;  9 
Port.  (Ala.),  697 ;  were  determined  on  the  ground  that  a 
preliminary  judgment,  and  execution  against  the  administra- 
tor, was  necessary  to  establish  a  devastavit,  before  suit  could 
be  maintained  against  sureties  in  an  administration  l>oud ; 
and  the  court  say  that  a  complainant  would  be  without  rem- 
edy, if  not  allowed  to  sue  in  chancery. 

It  was  said  this  would  not  be  allowed  in  an  ordinary  case, 
where  t)ie  administrator  was  alive,  and  within  the  reach  of 
the  cummon-law  courts,  and  a  judgment  could  be  obtained 
against  )iim.     Bolton  v.  Powell,  8  Eng.  L.  and  Eq.,  165. 

fiut  by  the  act  of  Assembly  of  Maryland,  1798,  c.  101,  sob. 
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c.  8,  §  15,  and  sub.  c.  11,  §  1,  distribution  is  to  be  made  when 
the  debts  are  paid.  A  distributee  may  sue  at  law  on  the  ad< 
ministration  bond,  against  the  sureties,  after  the  lapse  of 
thirteen  months,  without  having  first  obtained  judgment  and 
issued  execution  against  the  administrator.  7  Gill  &  J.  (Md.), 
475. 

More  than  thirteen  months  had  elapsed  between  the  filing 
of  the  new  bonds  and  the  filing  of  the  bill.  A  right  of  action 
at  law  had  accrued  ou  the  bonds  before  the  filing  of  the  bill. 

Agun  ;  the  complainants  do  nut  in  their  bill  aver  that  there 
was  a  surplus  in  the  hands  of  Bomford,  as  administrator  de 
bonit  non,  after  the  payment  of  debts,  to  which  they,  as  dis- 
tributees of  the  estate  of  Kosciusko,  under  the  French  law, 
are  entitled.  Which  omission,  the  defendants  say,  is  bad  on 
demurrer.     Stevens  v.  Frott,  2  Younge  &  CoUt  297. 

a  tint  *Mr.  Justice  WAYNE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
*12]  court. 

The  purpose  of  this  suit  is  to  recover  for  the  descendants 
of  the  sisters  of  General  Kosciusko,  the  funds  which  he 
owned  in  the  United  States  at  the  time  of  hia  death. 

Several  points  are  suggested  by  the  pleadings. 

We  will  consider  such  of  them  as  we  think  necessary,  after 
having  stated  the  origin  of  the  fund  in  controversy,  and  the 
management  of  it,  from  the  time  that  Kosciusko  placed  it 
under  the  care  of  Mr.  Jefferson  until  the  death  of  Colonel 
Bomford,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non,  in  eighteen  hundred 
and  forty-eight. 

General  Kosciusko  came  to  the  United  States  early  in  our 
•  revolutionary  war,  to  join  our  army.  He  did  so  at  first  as  a 
volunteer.  In  October,  1776,  he  received  from  Congress  the 
commission  of  Colonel  of  Engineers.  He  served  with  great 
distinction  until  the  close  of  the  war,  and  then  retired  from 
the  army,  after  our  independence  had  been  acknowledged, 
with  the  rank  of  Brigadier-General.  He  stood  prominently 
with  those  great  men  of  our  own  country,  with  whom  he 
had  given  seven  years  of  his  life  to  secure  its  freedom  and 
nationality.  He  returned  to  Poland,  poorer  than  when  he 
came  to  us,  and  was,  in  fact,  our  creditor  for  a  part  of  his 
military  pay. 

His  subsequent  career  in  Europe  is  a  part  of  its  history. 
All  that  we  can  say  of  it  in  connection  with  this  case,  is, 
that  he  returned  to  the  United  States  after  he  was  released 
from  the  prisons  of  Catherine,  by  her  son  and  successor,  the 
Emperor  Paul.  Whilst  he  was  absent  from  the  United 
States,  a  militaiy  certificate  for  twelve  thousand  two  hun- 
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dred  and  eighty  dollars  and  fifty-four  cents,  had  been  issued, 
as  due  to  him  for  services  during  the  war.  Not  having  been, 
for  several  years,  in  a  situation  to  claim  or  to  receive  it,  until 
his  return  to  the  United  States,  in  1798,  Congress  passed  an 
act  in  1799,  (6  Stat,  at  L.,  82,)  directing  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  pay  to  him  the  amount  of  uie  certificate,  with 
interest  from  the  first  day  of  January,  one  thousand  seven 
hundred  and  ninety-three,  to  the  thirty-first  of  December, 
one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  ninety-seveu.  It  was  not 
a  gratuity,  but  a  simple  act  of  justice,  graduated  then  by  the 
inability  of  our  country  to  do  more.  It  yet  remains  for  us  to 
give  some  national  testimonial  of  his  virtues,  and  of  his  ser- 
vices in  the  war  of  our  independence.  Seven  years  of  peril 
and  suffering,  of  wise  forecast  in  counsels  of  war,  and  of 
dauntless  bravery  in  the  field,  may  claim  from  our  people 
grateful  recollections,  and  the  expression  of  them  in  the  best 
way  that  they  can  be  commemorated  by  art.  The  cadets  at 
West  Point,  unaided  by  the  Government,  have  reared  to  his 
memory  a  monument  there,  and  it  is  the  only  memorial  of 
him  upon  the  face  of  our  land. 

"That  military  certificate,  with  a  part  of  the  interest  j-,,^  » 
upon  it,  was  the  basis  of  the  fund  now  in  controversy.  •■ 

It  was  paid  to  Kosciusko,  was  invested  in  American  stocks 
in  his  own  name,  and  placed  under  the  care  and  direction  of 
Mr.  JefTersoii. 

In  a  letter  from  Mr.  Jefferson,  in  answer  to  one  from  H.  E. 
M.  De  Politica,  the  Russian  Minister  at  Wasiiington,  of  the 
27th  of  May,  1819,  written  by  the  latter,  at  the  instance  of 
the  Viceroy  of  Poland,  to  make  inquiries  about  the  fund,  Mr. 
Jefferson  says :  "  A  little  before  the  departure  of  the  General 
from  America,  in  1798,  he  wrote  a  will,  all  with  his  own 
hand,  in  which  he  directed  that  the  property  lie  should  pos- 
sess here,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  should  be  laid  out  in  the 
purchase  of  young  negroes,  who  were  to  be  educated  and 
emancipated — of  this  will  he  named  me  executor,  and  depoa- 
ited  it  in  my  hands.  The  interest  of  his  money  was  to  be 
regularly  remitted  to  him  in  Europe.  My  situation  in  the 
interior  of  the  country,  rendered  it  impossible  for  me  to  act 
personally  in  the  remittances  of  his  funds,  and  Mr.  John 
Barnes,  of  Georgetown,  was  engaged,  under  a  power  of  at- 
torney, to  do  that  ou  commission ;  which  duty  nc  regularly 
and  faithfully  performed,  until  we  heard  of  the  death  of  the 
General.  We  had,  in  the  mean  time,  by  seasonably  with- 
drawing a  part  of  his  funds  from  the  bank  in  which  he  had 
deposited  them,  and  lending  them  to  the  government  during 
the  late  war,  (with  England,)  augmented  them  to  seventeen 
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thousand  one  hundred  aud  fifty-uiue  dollars  sixty-three  ceots, 
to  wit:  112,499.63,  in  the  funds  of  the  Uuit«d  States,  and 
$4,tt00  in  the  Bank  of  Columbia,  at  Georgetown.  I  delayed 
for  some  time  the  regular  prolwte  of  the  will,  expecting  to 
hear  from  Europe,  whether  he  had  left  any  will  there,  which 
might  affect  bis  property  here.  I  thought  that  prudence  and 
safety  required  this,  although  the  last  letter  he  wrote  me  be- 
fore his  death,  dated  September  15tfa,  1817,  assured  me  of 
the  contrary,  in  these  words:  'Nous  avan^ons  tous  en  age, 
o'est  pour  cela,  nion  cher  et  respectable  ami,  que  je  rous  prie 
de  vouloir  bieu  (et  comine  vous  avez  tout  le  pouvoir,) 
arranger  qu'  apres  la  mort  de  notre  digne  ami,  Mr.  Barnes, 
quelqu'uu  d'aussi  probe  que  lui  prenne  sa  place,  pour  que  je 
receive  lea  interesta  ponctuellement  de  mon  fonds;  duquel, 
aprds  ma  mort,  voua  savez,  la  destination  invariable,  qu&at  h 
pr^nt  faites  pour  le  mieuz  comme  vous  pensez.'  , 

"  Translation. 

" '  We  all  grow  old,  and  for  that  reason,  my  dear  and  re- 
spectable friend,  I  ask  you,  as  you  have  full  power  to  do,  to 
arrange  it  in  such  a  manner  that,  after  the  death  of  our 
worthy  friend,  Mr.  Barnes,  some  one,  as  honest  as  himself, 
*4141  ™^^  take  his  place,  *8o  that  I  may  receive  the  interest 
->  of  my  money  puuctually ;  of  which  money,  after  my 
death,  you  know  the  fixed  destination.  As  for  the  present, 
do  what  you  think  best.' 

"After  his  death,  a  claim  was  presented  to  me,  on  behalf 
of  Kosciusko  Armstrong,  son  of  General  Armstrong,  of  three 
thousand  seven  hundred  and  four  dollars,  given  in  Kosei* 
usko's  lifetime,  payable  out  of  this  fund ;  and,  subsequently, 
came  a  claim  to  the  whole,  from  Mr.  Zeltner,  under  a  will 
made  there.  I  proceeded,  on  the  advice  of  the  Attorney- 
General  of  the  United  States,  to  prove  the  will,  in  the  StaAe 
Court  of  the  District  in  which  I  reside,  but  declined  the 
executorship.  When  the  General  named  me  bis  executor,  I 
was  young  enough  to  undertake  the  duty,  although,  from  its 
nature,  it  was  likely  to  be  of  long  continuance ;  but,  the 
lapse  of  twenty  years,  or  more,  had  rendered  it  imprudent  for 
me  to  engage  iu  what  I  could  not  live  to  carry  into  effect. 
Finding,  now,  by  your  letter  of  May  27th,  that  a  relation  of 
the  General's  also  claims  the  property ;  that  it  is  likely  to  be- 
come litigious,  and  age  and  incompetence  to  business  admon- 
ishing me  to  withdraw  myself  from  entanglements  of  that 
kind,  I  have  determined  to  deliver  the  wiU,  and  the  whole 
Bubject,  over  to  such  court  of  the  United  States  as  the  Attor- 
Dey-Generat  of  the  United  States  shall  advise,  (probably  it 
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will  be  thftt  of  the  District  of  Columbia,)  to  place  the  case  in 
Ilia  bands,  and  to  petition  that  court  to  relieve  me  from  it, 
and  to  appoint  an  admiaJBtrator,  with  the  will  annexed. 
Such  an  aumiuistrator  will  probably  call  upon  the  difTerent 
claimants  to  interplead,  and  let  the  court  decide  what  shall 
be  done  with  the  property.  This  I  shall  do,  sir,  with  as  little 
delay  as  the  necessary  consultations  will  admit;  and,  when 
the  administrator  is  appointed,  1  shall  deliver  to  him  the  orig- 
inal certificates  which  are  in  my  possession.  The  accumula- 
ting interest  and  dividends  remain,  untouched,  in  the  Treas- 
ury of  the  United  States,  and  Bank  of  Columbia." 

The  facts  of  this  letter  are  referred  to  and  admitted,  in  the 
answer  of  the  defendants,  but  we  preferred  to  g^ve  them  in 
the  language  of  the  writer. 

Mr.  Jefferson  carried  out  his  Intentions,  and  letters  of  ad- 
ministration were  granted  to  the  late  Benjamin  F,  Lear.  He 
received,  in  different  kinds  of  stock,  and  in  dividends,  which 
had  accrued  since  the  death  of  Kosciusko,  $25,931.43}; 
14,100. 62J  of  which  were  applied  by  him  for  the  payment  of 
United  States  six  per  cente,  which  had  beeu  purchased  on 
account  of  the  estate,  by  the  direction  of  the  Orphans'  Court, 
when  it  had  the  control  of  the  fund.  It  is  not  necessary,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  suit,  to  inquire  into  the  correctnesa  of 
Mr.  Lear's  accounts  of  his  administration.  There  is  nothing 
on  the  record  making  them  'doubtful.  He  died  in  rcj-ie 
1832,  and  it  ajipears,  from  the  bonks  and  papers  from  '- 
which  the  final  account  of  his  administration  was  made,  that 
the  funds  in  his  hands  had  been  increased  to  $£1,785.27. 
Colonel  Bomford,  his  successor,  charged  himself  with  that 
sum. 

The  accounts  of  both,  however,  must  be  looked  into,  for 
another  purpose.  And  that  is,  to  determine,  from  the 
changes  made  by  Lear  in  the  funds,  and  in  his  mode  of  man- 
aging them,  ill  what  official  relation  to  Lear  Bomford  re- 
ceived them,  and  why  it  ie,  though  he  did  bo  as  the  executor 
of  Lear,  that  the  defendants  in  this  suit,  by  becoming  his 
bondsmen,  uuder  the  act  of  the  20th  February,  1846,  nave 
made  themselves  liable  for  the  devcutavit  of  their  principal. 
And  here  we  will  consider  that  point  of  the  case. 

It  appears,  from  the  accounts  of  Lear,  that  be  thought  he 
was  authorized,  as  administrator,  to  change  the  funds  of  the 
estate  into  other  funds,  and  to  lend  them  upon  private  secure 
ities,  without  the  permission  of  the  Orphans'  Court.  Most, 
if  not  all  of  them,  in  whatever  way  invested  by  bim,  were  in 
his  own  name,  at  the  time  of  his  death.  Bomford  took  them, 
■fl  his  executor,  and  settled  an  account  with  the  Orphans' 
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Court,  in  which  he  charged  himself,  as  executor  of  Lear,  with 

all  the  stocks,  bonds,  mortgages,  and  other  securities  fur  the 
payment  of  money,  and  the  money  of  the  estate,  which  Lear 
had,  as  administrator,  at  the  time  of  his  death.  In  fact,  the 
funds,  excepting  the  stock  of  the  Bank  of  Columbia,  were 
converted  into  money,  in  Lear's  hands,  and  Bomford  took 
them,  as  his  executor,  with  the  obligation,  as  such,  to  account 
for  the  same  to  whomsoever  might  be  entitled  to  Kosciusko's 
estate.  This  being  so,  the  question  arises,  whether  or  not 
his  sureties,  as  executor  of  Lear,  were  not  liable  for  any  waste 
of  the  estate  by  him,  instead  of  his  sureties,  as  the  adminis- 
trator of  Kosciusko,  upon  the  ground  that  the  latter  were 
only  liable,  by  their  bonds,  for  so  much  as  he  received  as  ad- 
ministrator, and  not  for  what  he  had  possessed  himself  of^  as 
the  executor  of  Lear. 

Bomford,  it  must  be  remembered,  was  the  executor  of 
Lear,  and  became,  also,  by  appointment  of  the  Orphans'  Court, 
the  administrator  de  bonis  non  eum  textamento  of  Kosciusko, 
under  the  laws  of  Maryland,  as  they  were  of  force  in  that 
part  of  the  District  of  Columbia  which  had  been  a  part  of 
Maryland  when  Cqngress  took  jurisdiction  over  the  same. 
His  bonds,  in  both  relations  to  the  two  estatfis  of  Lear  and 
Kosciusko,  were  given  under  tbat  law ;  and  the  obligations  of 
himself  and  his  sureties  are  determined  by  what  has  been  the 
judicial  interpretation  and  administration  of  it  in  Maryland, 
uncontrolled  by  any  decisions  of  other  courts  elsewhere. 
"4161  *^s  understand,  by  the  laws  of  Maryland,  as  they 
J  stood  when  Congress  assumed  jurisdiction  over  the 
District  of  Columbia,  that  the  property  of  a  deceased  [lerson 
was  considered  to  be  administered,  whenever  it  was  sold,  or 
converted  into  money,  by  the  administrator  or  executor,  or  in 
any  respect  changed  from  the  condition  in  which  the  deceased 
left  it.  It  did  not  go  to  the  administrator  de  bonii  non,  unless, 
on  the  death  of  the  executor  or  administrator,  it  remained  in 
specie,  or  was  the  same  then  that  it  was  when  it  came  to  his 
hands.  When  the  assets  have  been  changed,  it  is  said,  iu 
Maryland,  that  the  property  has  been  administered.  Iu  that 
sense,  all  the  funds  received  by  Lear,  and  changed  by  him 
into  other  securities,  were  administered  by  him.  If  this  suit, 
then,  had  been  brought  against  the  first  sureties  of  Bomford, 
in  his  original  bond  as  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  Kosciusko, 
they  would  not  have  been  answerable.  For  any  waste  of  the 
estate  of  Kosciusko,  the  remedy  would  have  been  against  him 
and  his  sureties,  as  executor  of  Lear,  and  if  the  assets  had 
been  wasted  by  Lear.  Lear's  securities  would  have  been  an- 
swerable. Niir  would  the  circumstance  that  Bomford  cliarged 
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himself  with  these  assets,  as  administrator  de  bonis  non^  make 
any  dififereoce.  His  sureties  could  be  made  liable  only  for 
the  assets  which  legally  came  to  his  hands ;  that  is,  for  what 
remained  in  specie,  unadministered.  Nor  could  he  make 
them  liable  for  more,  by  charging  himself,  in  his  account  as 
administrator,  with  any  property  which  had  been  changed 
by  his  predecessor,  or  administered,  as  it  is  said  to  be,  in 
Maryland,  when  such  a  change  is  madet  by  an  administrator 
or  executor. 

Such  being  the  law  as  to  the  responBibility  of  Lear  and  his 
sureties,  and  of  Bomford  and  his  original  sureties,  it  was  urged 
in  the  court  below,  as  we  see  from  the  decision  of  the  learned 
Judge  who  gave  tii&t  court's  opinion,  and  here  also  in  argu- 
ment by  the  counsel  of  the  defendants,  that  it  applied  equally 
to  Bomford's  second  and  third  sets  of  sureties,  who  became 
BO  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  20th  February,  1846.  9 
Stat,  at  L.,  4.  So  the  court  below  decided,  but  we  think  it 
did  so  erroneously.  The  error  consists  in  this,  that  the  bonds 
of  these  defendants  were  treated  as  if  they  were  the  same  as 
the  original  bonds  given  by  the  iirst  sureties  of  Bomford 
under  the  Maryland  law,  and  that  the  relations  of  Bomford 
to  the  estate  of  Kosciusko  wer^  precisely  such  as  they  were 
when  he  came  into  the  possession  of  the  Kosciusko  funds,  as 
the  executor  of  Lear.  The  argument  was  this :  that  as  Bom- 
ford had,  from  the  character  of  the  assets  at  the  death  of 
Lear,  a  valid  right  to  them,  as  T>ear's  executor,  and  was  hound 
by  law  to  administer  them  aa  Lear  was,  that  he  would  not 
have  any  legal  right  in  tliein  ns  administrator  de  bonis  Tton,  to 
bind  these  defeiiaants  as  'hia  sureties  for  any  of  his  de-  r«4i7 
faults ;  particularly  as  it  appears  from  his  accounts,  in-  '- 
eluding  the  last  of  them,  that  he  charges  himself  with  a  bal- 
ance of  $43,504.40,  in  his  ninth  account;  the  items  of  which 
related  to  transactions  which  had  taken  place  before  the  date 
of  either  of  the  bonds  of  the  defendants. 

Now,  upon  such  a  state  of  facts,  it  must  be  admitted  that 
Bomford  himself  was  bound  for  the  amount  stated  by  him  to 
be  due,  in  an  account  of  assets  of  the  estate  of  Kosciusko,  and 
that  his  original  sureties  were  not  under  the  Maryland  law, 
for  those  assets  which  had  been  administered  by  Lear. 

For  what  purpose  then,  it  may  be  asked,  did  the  Orphans' 
Court  call  upon  Bomford,  after  he  had  rendered  his  eighth 
account,  to  give  other  sureties,  under  the  penalty,  if  he  did 
not  do  so,  that  he  would  be  displaced  as  administrator,  and 
that  another  administrator  would  be  ajipuinted  in  his  stead, 
unless  it  was  to  secure  that  atnount  for  which  he  had  become 
personally  liable,  though  it  had  been  originally  received  by 
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him  lis  executor,  but  for  wliich  there  were  no  sureties  in  fact, 
when  the  defeiidanta  became  so  ?  They  became  his  sureties 
uiKler  the  3d  section  of  the  act  of  1846.  9  Stat,  at  L.,  4. 
That  section  provides,  that,  whenever  the  Orphans'  Court 
shall  be  siitisfied  that  the  security  which  has  been  taken,  or 
which  may  hereafter  be  taken  from  an  executor  or  adniiuia- 
trator,  is  insufficient,  by  reason  of  the  removal  or  insolvency 
of  any  of  the  sureties,  or  because  the  penalty  of  the  bond  is 
too  small,  or  from  any  cause  whatever,  that  the  court  may 
call  upon  the  administrator  or  ezecutoi-  to  give  additional 
security,  and  if  there  shall  be  a  failure  to  comply  with  such 
order,  the  court  is  empowered  to  appoint  another  adminis- 
trator in  the  stead  of  the  first,  and  to  require,  from  him  re- 
moved, to  hand  over  to  his  successor  the  un  ad  ministered 
assets,  and  to  enforce  comphance  with  such  an  order  by  fine 
and  attachment  or  any  other  legal  process.  The  act,  and  the 
proceedings  of  the  Orphans'  Court  under  it,  towards  the  ad- 
ministrator, Colonel  Bomford,  cover  exactly  such  a  case  as 
this.  The  object  of  the  law,  and  the  pur^ioae  of  the  court, 
was  to  get  from  the  administrator  additional  and  adequate 
security,  fur  the  funds  which  he  had  stated  in  his  sworn  ac- 
count to  be  still  un  ad  ministered  in  his  hands,  without  any 
regard  to  the  fact  which  could  not  then  have  been  known  to 
the  court,  whether  they  had  been  misused  or  not  by  him ;  but 
which,  fi-om  his  rendered  account,  it  might  properly  have 
been  inferred  had  not  been.  The  act  peitnits  the  court,  in 
the  cases  mentioned  in  the  8d  section,  not  only  to  take  se- 
curity for  assets  which  might  in  future  come  to  the  hands  of 
the  administrator,  hut  for  »uch  as  he  had  already  received 
and  returned  to  the  court  as  in  his  hands,  or  of  which  he 
ought  to  have  made  a  return,  and  which  may  not  have  been 
•41 R1  *P^°P*'''y  administered.  If  that  be  not  the  proper  iii- 
-'  terpretation  of  the  act,  it  would  be  nugatory  and  idle. 
Instead  of  the  power  of  the  court  being  enlarged  by  it,  it 
would  be  just  as  powerless  to  act  in  the  cases  mentioned  in 
the  8d  section,  as  it  had  been  under  the  law  of  Maryland. 
The  bonds  of  the  defendants  were  manifestly  given  with  ref- 
erence to  the  accounts  which  had  been  filed  in  the  Orphans' 
Court  by  Colonel  Bomford.  They  must  have  so  understood 
it ;  for  in  one  of  them  the  action  of  the  Orphans'  Court,  under 
the  law  of  1846,  is  recited,  and  the  record  shows  that  the 
sureties  in  the  other  took  from  their  principal  a  counter  se- 
curity, to  indemnify  them  on  account  of  his  failure  to  dis- 
charge all  of  his  duties  as  administrator.  The  bonds  of  the 
defendants  are  distinguishable  from  the  original  bonds  which 
the  administrator  gave,  the  latter  liaving  Seen  givea  before 
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any  inventory  was  returned,  ur  account  stated  in  the  coorti 
and  when  no  particular  sum  was  due  from  the  administrator; 
and  the  bonds  of  these  defendants  were  given  for  a  sum  cer- 
tain, returned  to  the  court  by  the  administrator,  due  by  him 
in  that  character. 

All  of  us  concur  in  thinking  that  the  bonds  of  the  defend- 
■  ants  were  properly  taken  under  the  act  of  1846.  That  the 
Orphans'  Court  called  for  them  to  secuie  the  amount  with 
which  the  administrator  then  stood  charged,  and  such  as  he 
might  afterwards  get.  They  were  accepted  and  approved  by 
the  court  for  that  purpose,  and  the  sureties  gave  them  with  a 
full  knowledge  of  the  state  of  the  account  which  the  adminis- 
trator had  filed.  All  of  us  think,  also,  that  they  are  answer- 
able for  his  waste,  unless  something  else  in  the  case  can 
relieve  them. 

The  first  objection  is,  that  Kosciusko  did  not  die  intestate 
as  to  his  personal  pro|)erty  in  the  United  States,  and  th»t  the 
same  passed,  by  the  second  article  of  the  will  of  1817,  to  M. 
and  Madame  Zavier  Zeltner,  of  Soleure,  in  Switzerland, 

2.  That  there  is  no  ]>ro[>f  in  the  case  that  Kosciusko  was 
domiciled  at  his  death  in  France,  and  if  he  was,  that  the  com- 
plainants have  fiiiled  to  prove  what  the  law  of  France  was  at 
that  date,  for  the  distribution  of  the  pei'sonal  estate  of  one 
who  dies  domiciled  there. 

S.  It  is  also  said,  that  it  is  not  proved  that  those  persons 
named  in  the  hill  he  being  entitled  to  the  fund  sued  for, 
have  such  a  relationship  to  Kosciusko  as  entitled  them  to 
receive  it. 

We  will  consider  these  objections  in  their  order. 

Kosciusko  made  four  wilts.  One  of  them  in  the  United 
States,  in  1798,  which,  after  his  death,  Mr.  Jefferson  proved 
in  the  Court  of  Albemarle,  in  Virginia.  His  second  will  was 
made  in  Paris,  in  1806,  in  which  Tie  charged  the  fund  men- 
tioned in  the  first  will  with  a  legacy  to  Kosciusko  Armstrong. 
His  third  and  fourth  wills  were  made  at  Soleure.  in  Switzer- 
land;  the  third  'on  the  4th  of  June,  1816,  and  the   , 


fourth  on  the  10th  October,  1817.     It  is  not  denied 


[•419 


that  hs  made  the  first,  second,  and  fourth  wills,  hut  the  de- 
fendants attack  the  third  on  account,  as  they  suppose,  that 
the  probate  of  it  had  been  taken  in  the  Orphans'  Court  in 
Washington,  without  due  proof  of  its  execution ;  and  they 
rely  upon  the  fourth  will  to  show  that  it  contains  a  residuar}' 
article  in  favor  of  Monsieur  and  Madame  Zeltner,  after  the 
payment  of  specific  legacies. 

We  think  that  all  of  the  wills  have  been  proved  according 
to  the  rules  of  evidence,  and  that  the  authenticated  exemph- 
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fication  of  that  of  1816,  from  the  legistry  of  it  in  France,  re- 
corded in  the  Orphans'  Court  foi'  the  District  of  Columbia,  is 
all  that  can  be  requii-ed.  With  these  wills  in  view,  we  have 
the  means  to  decide  the  effect  of  them  ob  the  property  in 
con  trove  ray. 

The  olographic  will  of  1816  contains  a  revoking  clauae.  It 
is  in  these  terms :  "  Je  reviique  tous  les  testaments  et  codi- 
ciles  que  j'ai  pu  faire  avaiit  le  present  auquel  seu)  je  m'arr^te 
comme  contenant  mes  deniierds  volantes.'  Translated  in  the 
record :  "  I  revoke  all  the  wills  and  codicils  which  I  may  have 
made  previous  to  the  present,  to  which  I  alone  confine  myself, 
as  containing  my  laat  wishes." 

The  right  to  revoke  a  will  exists  now  in  every  nation, 
though  the  exercise  of  it  is  differently  regulated.  It  may  be 
dune  by  an  express  revocation,  or  by  certain  acts,  which  of 
themselves  infer,  or  from  which  tlie  law  infers,  a  revocation. 
"  Amhulatoria  est  voluntas  defuncti  usque  ad  vitse  supi'emum 
excitnm."  Nor  can  one  bind  himself  in  a  testament  not  to 
make  another.  "Nemo  potest  in  testamento  suo  cavere,  ne 
legis  in  suo  testamento  locum  habeant ;  quia  nee  tempore,  aut 
conditione  tiniii  obligatio  hEcridis  legatorum  nomine  potest." 
Dig.  Lib.,  34,  tit.  4, 1. 4 ;  Dig.  Lib.,  30,  tit.  1,  I.  55.  In  Eng- 
land, the  manner  of  revocation  is  prescribed  by  the  6th  and 
22d  sections  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  In  Spain  and  in 
Holland,  a  will  may  be  revoked  by  an  act  confined  to  the 
revocation  of  that  testament,  without  making  any  other  dis- 
position; or  by  making  another  testament  which  expressly 
revokes  the  former,  if  either  manner  as  it  may  be  used,  is 
executed  with  the  forms  and  solemnities  which  the  law  re- 
quired to  give  validity  to  the  first  will.  By  the  customs  of 
Paris  and  Normandy,  revocations  could  be  made  by  a  siinple 
declaration  before  two  notaries,  or  before  one  notary  and  two 
witnesses,  without  its  being  done  in  any  prescribed  form. 
And  by  the  same  customs,  a  declaration  in  the  handwriting 
of  a  testator,  and  signed  by  himself,  revoked  his  testament, 
and  the  effect  of  it  was  to  make  him  intestate.  Law  25,  tit. 
1,  p.  6 ;  Voet.  lib.  28 ;  tit.  3,  n.  1 ;  Matth.  de  Success ;  dibp. 
8,  M.  18.  But  we  learn  from  Touillier  and  from  the  Code 
•4201  *-''^'''  ^^^^  these  customs  *were  abolished,  and  that  in 
J  France,  wills  may  be  revoked  in  whole  or  in  part,  by 
a  subsequent  will,  or  by  an  act  before  notaries,  containing  a 
declaration  of  such  intention.  Touillier,  liv.  3,  tit.  2 ;  Don. 
et  Test.,  eh.  5,  n.  619 ;  Potliier  des  Don.  Test.,  ch.  6,  §  2,  §  1 ; 
Art.  Code  Civil,  969,  1035-36-38. 

The  will  of  1816  was  made  at  Soluere,  while  Kosciusko  was 
sojourning  there,  after  be  bad  left  Vienna,  in  1815,  whither 
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he  had  vone  from  Paris,  at  the  instance  of  the  Emperor  Alex- 
ander, that  he  might  he  advised  with  cnncei-niug  the  af^irs 
of  Poland.  It  is  an  olographic  will,  wholly  written  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  testator,  according  to  the  970th  article  of 
the  Code  Civil,  It  gives  Bpecifie  legacies  to  persona  residing 
in  France,  charged  upon  the  funds  owned  by  the  testator  in 
France,  and  his  executor  was  a  notary  at  Morcu,  in  the  de- 
partment of  Seine  and  Marne,  which  is  the  opening  of  the 
will,  the  testator  says,  in  the  department  of  his  residence,  at 
Berville. 

Within  the  month  of  Kosciusko's  death,  the  will  was  taken 
to  Paris,  and  recorded  there,  pursuant  to  law.  The  executor 
having  received  authority  fmra  the  proper  tribunal  to  act  as 
such,  paid,  according  to  the  will,  the  legacies  given  by  it.  See 
arts.  Code  Civil,  999,  1000.  The  wills,  then,  of  1798  and  of 
1806,  were  revoked  by  the  will  of  1816,  and  as  the  testator 
did  not  make  in  it  any  disposition  of  his  American  funds,  he 
died  intestate  as  to  them,  unless  the  second  article  in  the  will 
of  1817,  has  the  effect  of  a  residuary  bequest  to  the  persons 
named  in  it. 

It  is,  "  I  bequeathe  all  of  my  effects,  {effets,')  my  carriage 
and  my  horse  included,  to  Madame  and  to  Mr.  Zavier  Zeltner, 
above  named."  It  will  be  seen,  by  the  first  clause  in  the  will, 
that  they  are  the  father  and  mother  of  Emilie  Zeltner,  to 
whom  he  bequeathed  about  fifty  thousand  francs  of  France, 
charged  upon  the  funds  in  England,  in  the  bands  of  Thomp- 
son, Bonard  &  Co. 

We  shall  be  aided,  in  the  construction  of  the  second  article 
of  the  will  of  1817,  by  keeping  in  mind  what  were  the  rela- 
tions between  himself  and  the  Zeltner  family,  as  they  are 
disclosed  by  his  wills  of  1816  and  1817.  He  makes  them,  in 
both  wills,  his  legatees,  except  a  legacy  to  General  Baszkoy- 
ski ;  two  small  legacies  to  his  executors ;  two  thousand  francs 
to  the  poor,  and  one  thousand  for  his  own  burial.  His  chosen 
friends  were  without  fortune.  He  says  so  in  that  memorable 
letter  which  he  wrote  to  the  Emperor  Alexander,  after  the 
allies  had  entered  Paris,  in  1814;  from  which  it  may  be 
seen,  when  his  country  was  nearest  his  heart,  that  his  friend 
was  there  too.  Fletcher's  Poland :  Harp.  Fara.  Lib,,  801 ; 
Ozinski,  4,  p.  172.  To  the  two  daughters  of  that  friend, 
Andrew  Levria  Zeltner,  with  whom  he  had  lived  for  fifteen 
years,  he  gives  all  of  his  funds  in  'France,  amounting  r.joi 
to  ninety-five  thousand  francs,  excepting  a  legacy  to  '- 
his  executor.  To  the  daughter  of  Zavier  Zeltner,  with  whom 
he  was  staying  when  the  wills  of  1816  and  1817  were  made, 
and  where  he  died,  he  bequeathes  fifty  thousand  francs;  and 
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it  is  to  him  aud  to  hiB  wife,  that  he  says,  I  bequeathe  all  nij 
effects,  my  carriage  and  horse  iueluded.  From  its  place  in  the 
will  of  1817,  and  from  the  conuection  of  the  worda  "  all  my 
effects,  with  my  carriage  and  horse  included,"  it  would  be  a 
veiy  strained  construction,  to  make  the  words,  all  of  my 
effects,  comprehend  his  personal  estate  in  the  United  States,  it 
being  neither  alluded  to  in  any  way  in  this  will,  nor  in  that  of 
1816.  Except  in  so  far  as  it  might,  under  the  will  of  1816, 
have  been  applied  to  the  payments  of  the  legacies  given  in  that 
will,  upon  the  failure  of  the  funds  upon  which  they  were  first 
ohai^d.  Effects,  in  French,  or  the  word  effett,  has  the  same 
meaning  in  common  parlance  and  in  law,  that  it  has  in  Eng- 
lish. Its  meaning  properly  in  either,  when  used  indefinitely 
in  wills,  but  in  connection  with  something  particular  and 
certain,  is  limited  by  its  association  to  other  things  of  a  like 
kind.  It  is  from  the  subject-matter  of  its  use,  that  int«ntiou 
of  something  else  is  to  be  implied ;  and  that  of  coui'se  may  be 
larger  or  less.  In  some  ins^nces  in  wills,  the  word  has  oar- 
ried  the  whole  personal  e6tat«.  When  in  connection  with 
■words  of  themselves  of  larger  meaning,  or  of  fixed  legal  import, 
as  there  were  in  the  case  of  Bothy  v.  Botley,  decided  at  this 
term  of  the  court,  such  a  clause  in  a  will  is  residuary.  5 
Madd.Ch.,72i  6  Madd.  Ch.,  119;  Cowp.,299;  15  Ves.,  507. 

Suoh  being  the  rule,  it  is  our  opinion,  that  the  second 
article  in  the  wiU  of  1817,  is  not  residuary,  and  that  it  has 
no  relation  to  the  funds  in  controversy. 

It  follows,  then,  that  as  the  wills  of  1798  and  of  1806  were 
revoked  by  the  will  of  1816,  and  as  no  disposition  was  made 
in  it,  or  in  the  will  of  1817,  of  the  funds  in  controversy,  that 
General  Kosciusko  died  intestate  as  to  them,  and  that  they 
may  be  distributed  to  his  relations  who  may  be  entitled  to 
inherit  from  him,  according  to  the  law  of  his  domicil  at  tlie 
time  of  Ma  death. 

We  now  proceed  to  the  question  of  domicil. 

In  the  will  of  1806,  he  describes  himself  as  "  an  officer  of 
the  United  States  of  America,  in  their  revolutionary  war 
against  Britain,  and  a  native  of  Lithuania,  in  Poland,  at 
present  residing  in  Paris."  In  the  will  of  1816,  made  at 
Soleure,  his  language  is:  "I,  the  undersigned  Thaddeus 
Kosciusko,  residing  at  Berville,  in  the  townsnip  Genevraye, 
of  the  department  of  Seine  and  Marne,  (beii^  now)  or  at 
present  at  Soleure,  in  Switzerland."  In  the  will  of  1817, 
nothing  is  said  of  his  residence.  The  record  shows  that  he 
*422']  ^^^^  from  the  United  States  *to  France  in  1798,  that 
-'  he  was  there  iit  1806,  when  he  said  he  resided  at  Paris. 
There  is  no  proof  that  be  was  not  continuously  in  Fianoe 
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uutil  1815,  wheu  he  went  to  Vienna.  We  kuow,  too,  histon- 
cally,  tbat  be  left  it  iti  June  of  that  year  for  Soleure,  when  he 
found  out  that  it  had  been  detei'miDed  in  the  CuugresH  of 
Vienna  to  erect  the  Duchy  of  Warsaw  into  a  kiugdoiu,  with- 
out including  in  it  bia  native  province  of  Lithuania. 

We  do  not,  however,  permit  the  historical  facts  just  alluded 
to,  or  any  other  of  a  like  kiud,  to  have  anj'  weight  in  forming 
our  conclusion  couceining  bis  domicil  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
The  fact^  in  the  record  are  sufficient  for  that  puipose. 

Id  the  first  place,  bis  declarations  that  his  residence  was  in 
France,  in  the  way  they  were  made  in  his  wills,  with  an 
interval  of  ten  years  between  them,  would,  upon  the  author- 
ity of  adjudged  cases,  he  sufScieiit  to  esta.hlish,  primd  facie, 
his  domicil  in  France.  Sucb  declarations  have  always  been 
received  in  evidence,  when  made  previous  to  the  event  which 
gave  rise  to  the  suit.  They  have  been  received  in  the  courts 
of  France,  in  the  courts  of  England,  and  in  those  of  our  own 
country.  In  two  questions  of  domicil  in  France,  such  decla- 
rations in  a  power  of  attorney,  and  in  other  instruments,  were 
received  as  evidence.  Denisart,  tit.  Domicil,  §  1.  In  the 
English  courts  there  are  many  cases  in  which  like  declarations 
have  been  offered  and  received.  5  T.  R.,  512,  and  the  obser- 
rations  of  Mr.  Evans,  axon  et  un  2  Poth.  Obi.  App.,  No.  16, 
§  11.  Jtawgtm  v.  ffaigh,  2  Bing.,  99 ;  9  Moo.,  217  ;  S.  C.  W. 
&  M.,  353.  Lord  Tenterden,  1  Bing.  N.  C. ;  5  Car.  &  P., 
575;  1  Tayl.,  376.  In  the  United  States,  the  case  of  Gorham  v. 
Canton,  (5  Greenl.  (Me.),  266,)  ia  to  the  same  effect ;  and  in 
Massachusetts,  in  the  cases  of  Thorndyke  v.  Boston,  (1  Mete. 
(Mass.),)  and  Kilbum  v.  Bennett,  (3  Id.,  1 99,)  it  was  ruled  that 
in  a  case  where  the  question  of  domicil  was  raised,  the  decla- 
rations and  lettersof  a  party  whose  domicil  was  disputed,  were 
admissible  in  evidence,  especially  if  made  previous  to  the 
event  which  gave  rise  to  the  suit.  We  find,  also,  in  8  Pick. 
(Mass.),  476,  that  the  will  of  a  grandfather  in  1774,  in  which 
he  was  described  as  being  of  O.  and  another  will,  in  which  he 
is  described  as  resident  in  0.,  were  admissible  evidence  to 
prove  that  the  grandfather  had  obtained  a  settlement  at  O. 

Kosciusko's  domicil  of  origin  was  Lithimnia,  iu  Poland. 
The  presumption  of  law  is  that  it  was  retained,  unless  the 
change  is  proved,  and  the  burden  of  proving  it  is  upon  him 
who  alleges  the  changes.  SomerviUe  v.  SomeroiUe,  5  Ves., 
T87 ;  Voet,  Paud.,  tit.  1,  5,  N.  Q^. 

But  what  amount  of  proof  is  necessair  to  change  a  domicil 
of  origin  into  a  primd  facie  domicil  of  choice  ?  It  Is  residence 
"elsewhere,  or  where  a  person  lives  out  of  the  domicil  ri>4ag 
of  origin.     That  repels  the  presumption  of  its  contiu-  *- 
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uance,  and  casts  upon  hiro  who  denies  tlie  domicil  of  choice, 

the  burden  of  disproving  it.  Where  a  person  lives,  is  taken 
primd  facie  to  be  hia  dumicil,  until  other  facta  establish  the 
contrary.  Story's  Com.,  44,  6  Rule  ;  Bnice  v.  BriLce,  2  Bos. 
&  P.,  228,  Note  239;  3  Ves.,  198,  291;  Ilagg.  Cons.,  374, 
437.  It  is  difiicult  to  lay  down  any  rule  under  which  every 
instance  of  residence  could  be  biought,  which  may  make  a 
domicil  of  choice.  But  there  must  be  to  constitute  it  actual 
residence  in  the  place,  with  the  intention  that  it  is  to  be  a 
principal  and  permanent  residence.  That  intention  may  be 
inferred  from  the  circumstances  or  condition  in  which  a  per- 
son may  be  as  to  the  domicil  of  his  i/rigiu,  or  from  the  seat  of 
hia  fortune,  his  family  and  pursuits  of  life.  Piithier,  Introd. 
Gen.  aux  Cout.,  p.  4 ;  D'Argonti^,  Cout.,  Art.  449;  Touillier, 
lib.  1,  tit.  3,  n.  371 ;  1  Burge,  Com.  Confl.  Laws,  42,  43.  A 
removal  which  does  not  contemplate  an  absence  from  the 
former  domicil  for  an  indefinite  and  uncertain  time  is  not  a 
change  of  it.  But  when  there  is  a  removal,  unless  it  can  be 
shown  or  inferred  fruin  circumstances  that  it  was  fot  some 
particular  purpose,  expected  to  be  onlyof  a  temporary  nature, 
or  in  the  exercise  of  some  particular  profession,  oificc,  or  call- 
ing, it  does  change  the  domicil.  The  result  is,  that  the  place 
of  residence  is  primd  facie  the  domicil,  unless  there  be  some 
motive  for  that  residence  not  inconsistent  with  a  clearly  estab- 
lished intention  to  retain  a  permanent  residence  in  another 
place.  The  facts  in  the  case  place  the  residence  of  Kosciusko 
in  France,  under  the  principle  just  stated. 

It  is  averred  in  the  bill  that  France  was  his  residence. 
The  defendants  deny  it,  admitting,  however,  that,  from  the 
time  he  left  the  United  States,  he  was  a  sojourner  in  France 
and  Switzerland  until  he  died.  But  they  aver  that  lie  did 
not  remove  to  France  at  any  time  of  his  life  with  the  inten- 
tion to  make  it  his  permanent  residence.  And  they  further 
charge  that  he  never  did  abandon  the  hope  that  circumstances 
would  favor  his  return  to  Poland,  when  its  ptditical  conditinn 
would  permit  him  to  resume  his  rights  and  duties  as  a  citizen 
of  it.  Such  an  averment  implies  that  he  had  voluntarily  left 
Poland  for  France,  without  having  been  forced  to  do  so,  and 
that  his  return  depended  upon  political  contingencies,  which 
might  never  happen,  and  which  we  know  did  not  occur.  It 
places  upon  the  defendants  the  burden  of  proving  the  inten- 
tion, the  complainant  having  shown,  and  the  defendants 
having  admitted,  that  he  had /jrp'wirf/ocie  a  domicil  in  France. 
They  nave  not  done  so.  There  is  nothing  in  the  record  dia- 
•4.241  P''<*v'"S  ^he  averment  of  his  domicil  in  France,  and  we 
J  must,  from  his  own  declarations  and  other  "proofs  in 
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the  record,  receive  it  as  a  fact  that  he  was  domiciled  there  at 
the  time  of  hiu  death. 

The  error  of  the  argument  and  of  the  averment  gainst 
Kosciusko's  doniicil  in  France  is  this:  that  they  considered 
him  a  forced  exile  from  Poland,  and  that  he  had  only  made 
France  his  asylum  during  banishment. 

In  such  a  case,  it  is  true,  a  person  cannot  be  presumed  to 
have  abandoned  all  hope  of  return  to  hie  country,  whatever 
length  of  time  may  have  passed  since  he  was  driven  from  it. 
But  Kosciusko  is  not  placed  in  that  predicament  by  any 
proof  in  the  case.  Nor  could  such  proof  have  been  made ; 
for  it  is  well  known,  when  he  was  liberated  by  the  Emperor 
Paul,  that  it  was  done  without  restraint  or  inhibition  of  any 
kind.  He  was  offered  high  military  command  and  presents 
of  princely  amount,  whicn  he  declined  to  accept.  He  came 
to  the  United  States,  and  afterwards  went  voluntarily  to 
France,  where  he  lived  for  fifteen  years.  He  could  have 
returned  to  Poland  at  any  time,  if  he  had  chosen  to  do  eo. 
Not  having  done  so,  the  conclusion  ought  to  be  that  he 
abandoned  his  residence  there  for  a  residence  in  France, 
which  cannot  be  affected,  as  to  its  permanency,  by  any  event 
which  might  have  happened  to  induce  him  to  change  it  again 
to  the  domicil  of  his  origin.  This  is  coincident  with  the  fact 
that  he  had  been  made  a  French  citizen  by  a  decree  of  the 
National  Assembly  of  France,  in  August,  1792.  Knowing 
that  such  a  natui'aiization  would  not  have  the  effect  of  invest- 
ing him  with  the  privileges  of  a  native-born  citizen,  if  he  did 
not  become  domiciled  in  France,  unless  his  residence  ttiere 
was  expressly  dispensed  with  in  the  letters  of  naturalization, 
he  went  to  trance  to  get  a  civil  status  which  he  could  not 
eouBcientiously  enjoy  in  Poland  whilst  it  continued  to  be 
under  a  foreign  dominion.  Pothier,  Tr.  des  Personnes,  &c., 
P.  1,  tit.  2,  §  8 ;  Denesart,  tit.  Aubaine. 

These  general  principles  of  jurispnidenee  in  respect  to 
domicil,  by  which  Kosciusko's  has  been  determined,  are  such 
as  the  courts  of  France  would  have  ruled  in  this  case. 

Kosciusko's  intestacy  as  to  the  funds  in  controversy,  and 
his  domicil  having  been  determined,  we  will  now  state  the 
law  as  to  the  right  of  succession  in  such  cases. 

For  several  hundred  years  upon  the  continent,  and  in  Eng- 
land, from  reported  cases,  for  a  hundred  years,  the  rule  has 
been,  that  personal  property,  in  cases  of  intestacy,  is  to  be 
distributed  by  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  intestate  at  the 
time  of  his  death.  It  has  been  universal  for  so  long  a  time 
that  it  may  now  be  said  to  be  a  part  of  the  Jjti  gentium. 
Lord  Thurlow  speaks  of  it  as  such  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in 

458 


424  SUPREME  COURT. 

Enni*  et  ftl.  v.  Smith  et  ft). 

the  case  of  Bntee  v.  Bruce.  Erskiiie,  in  his  InBtitutea  of  the 
, .  „-,  Law  of  Scotland,  (E.  3,  tit.  9,  §  4,  644,)  'says,  this  rule 
'  J  is  founded  on  the  laws  of  nations.  He  says,  "  When  a 
Scotsman  dies  abroad  tine  animo  remanendi,  the  legal  succes- 
sioD  of  his  movable  estate  in  Scotland  must  descend  to  his  next 
of  kin  aecoi-ding  to  the  law  of  Scotland ;  and  where  a  foreigner 
dies  in  this  country  »ine  animo  reTnanendi,  the  movables 
which  he  brought  with  him  hither  ought  to  be  regulated,  not 
by  the  law  of  tne  country  in  which  they  locally  were,  but  that 
of  the  proprietors  patria,  or  doniicil  whence  he  came,  and 
whither  he  intends  i^ain  to  return.  This  rule  is  founded  in 
the  law  of  nations,  and  the  reason  of  it  is  the  same  in  both 
cases,  tliat  since  all  succession  ah  inteitatio  is  grounded  upon 
the  presumed  will  of  the  deceased,  his  estate  ought  to  descend 
to  him  whom  the  law  of  his  own  country  calls  to  the  succes- 
sion, as  the  person  whom  it  presumes  to  be  most  favored  by 
the  deceased." 

The  law  of  Scotland  had  been  different  in  this  particular, 
but  it  was  brought  into  harmony  with  the  law  of  the  rest  of 
Europe  by  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  in  Bruce  v. 
Brace,  6  Bro.  P.  C,  550,  566 ;  2  Bos.  &  P.,  226,  230,  231 ; 
Lord  Stair's  Institutes,  B.  3,  tit.  8,  §  5 ;  Ho^  &  Lashley, 
House  of  Lords,  June  25th,  1788 ;  Robertson  on  Personal 
Success.,  131 ;  Omman  v.  Bingham,  House  of  Lords,  March 
18, 1776  ;  ColviUe  jf  Landor  v.  Brown  ^  Brown,  Diet.  Success. 
Ap.,  p.l,  4;  W.  &S.,  28. 

The  earliest  case  reported  in  the  English  books,  is  that  of 
Pipon  V.  Pipon,  Am.,  6,  27.  Lord  Hardwicke  recognized  in 
it  the  rule  that  the  personal  estate,  in  cases  of  intestacy, 
followed  the  person,  and  becomes  distributable  according  to 
the  law  or  custom  of  the  place  where  the  intestate  lived. 
Among  other  reasons  given  by  him  is,  that  a  contrary  rule 
would  be  extremely  mischievous,  and  would  affect  our  com- 
merce. No  foreigner  could  deal  in  our  funds  but  at  the  peril 
of  his  effects  going  according  to  our  laws,  and  not  those  of 
his  own  country.  He  reaffirmed  the  same  in  a  few  years 
aftorwards,  in  Thome  v.  Watking,  2  Vea.,  36.  Lord  Kenyon 
did  the  same  when  he  was  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  1787,  in 
Killpatriek  v.  Killpatrick,  which  will  be  found  cited^  in 
Robertson  on  Personal  Succession,  116.  In  1790,  the  House 
of  Lords  acted  upon  the  rule,  in  Bruce  v.  Bruce,  aud  two 
years  afterwards,  in  ITogg  v.  Lashley.  Many  cases  followed 
in  the  English  courts,  and  the  only  question  since  has  been, 
what  was  the  domicil  of  the  intestate  at  the  time  of  his  death '; 
In  the  United  States  the  rule  has  been  fully  recognized.  14 
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Mart.  (La.),  99;  3  Paige  (N.  Y.),  182;  2  Gill  &  J.  (Md.), 
193,  224,  228. 

Tiie  rule  prevails,  also,  in  the  ascertain  meat  of  the  person 
who  ia  entitled  to  take  as  heir  or  distributee.  It  decides 
whether  primogeniture  gives  a  right  of  preference,  or  an  ex- 
clusive right  "to  take  the  successiuu  ;  whether  a  person  rtAoc 
is  legitimate  or  ndt  to  take  the  succession ;  whether  •■ 
the  person  shall  take  per  gtirpeg  or  per  capita,  and  the  natnre 
and  extent  of  the  right  of  representation.  Story's  Conflict  of 
Laws. 

But  it  is  objected,  before  the  rale  can  be  applied  in  this 
suit  against  the  defendants,  that  the  complainants  mnst  prove 
what  the  law  of  Fi-ance  is  for  the  distribution  of  the  funa.  It 
is  said  that  has  not  been  done. 

For  this  purpose,  the  Code  Civil  of  Frauce  was  offered  in 
evidence,  but  it  was  objected  to. 

It  is  true,  that  the  existence  of  a  foreign  law,  written  or 
unwritten,  cannot  be  judicially  noticed,  unless  it  be  proved  as 
a  fact,  by  appropriate  evidence. 

The  written  foreign  law  mt^  be  proved,  by  a  copy  of  the 
law  properly  authenticated.  The  unwtitten  must  be  by  the 
parol  testimony  of  experts.  As  to  the  manner  of  authenti- 
cating the  law,  there  is  no  general  rule,  except  this ;  that  na 
proof  shall  be  received,  "  which  presupposes  better  testimony 
behind,  and  attainable  by  the  party."  They  may  be  verified 
by  an  oath,  or  by  an  exemplilication  of  a  copy,  under  the 
great  seal  of  a  State,  or,  by  a  copy,  proved  to  be  a  true  copy 
by  a  witness  who  has  examined  and  compared  it  with  the 
original,  or  by  a  certificate  of  an  officer,  properly  authorized, 
by  law,  to  give  the  cupy ;  which  certificate  must  be  duly 
proved.  But  such  modes  of  proof  as  have  been  mentioned, 
are  not  to  be  considered  exclusive  of  others,  especially  of  codes 
of  laws  and  accepted  histories  of  the  law  of  a  country.  In 
Picton'g  case.  Lord  Ellenborough  said:  "The  best  Writers 
furnish  us  with  their  statements  of  the  law,  and  that  would 
certainly  be  good  evidence  u})on  the  same  princijtle  as  that 
which  renders  histories  admissible.  There  is  a  case,  continued 
Lord  Ellenborough,  in  which  the  History  of  the  Turkish 
Empire,  by  Cantemir,  was  received  by  the  House  of  Lords, 
after  some  discussion.  I  will,  therefore,  receive  any  book  that 
purports  to  a  history  of  the  common  law  of  Spain.  Bull.  N. 
P.,  248,  249 ;  30  How.  St.  Tr.,  492 ;  2  Phil.  Et.,  123;  1  Salk., 
281 ;  Morrit  v.  Harmer,  7  Pet.,  554  ;  8  Gary,  178;  11  CI.  & 
F. ;  RuBsel's  Peerage  Cases ;  3  Wend.  (N.  Y.),  178.  Lord 
Tenterden,  in  Laron  v.  Hedging,  (Stark.  Rep.,  178,)  admitted 
a  csopy  of  the  Code  Civil  of  France,  produced  by  the  French 
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Consul,  who  stated  tliat  it  was  an  authentic  copy  of  the  law 
of  France,  upon  which  he  acted  in  his  office,  and  that  it  was 
printed  at  the  office  for  printing  the  laws  of  France,  and 
would  be  acted  upon  in  the  French  courts.  In  the  Rttsiel 
Peerage  cage.  Lord  Campbell  said  :  "  The  most  authentic  form 
of  getting  at  foreign  law,  is  to  have  the  book  which  lays  down 
the  law.  Thus,  we  have  had  the  Code  Napoleon  in  our 
•4271  ''''"'*^-  ^*  '^  better  than  to  examine  'a  witness,  whose 
J  memory  may  be  defective,  and  who  may  have  a  bias 
influencing  his  mind  upon  the  law,"  The  Supreme  Court  of 
New  York  has  held,  that  an  unofficial  copy  of  the  Commercial 
Code  of  France  could  not  be  proved  by  the  French  Consul 
residing  at  New  York,  though  he  stated  it  to  be  comformable 
to  the  official  publications :  and  tliat  it  was  an  exact  copy  of 
the  laws  furnished  by  the  French  government  to  its  Consul 
at  New  York.  Had  it  been  an  ofTicial  copy,  and  sworn  to  be 
BQch,  by  the  Consul,  it  would  have  been  received  in  evidence, 
as  the  Irish  Statutes  were,  in  Jonet  v,  Maffet,  (5  Serg.  h  R. 
(Pa,),  523,)  where  they  were  aworn  to  by  an  Irish  barrister, 
and  that  he  received  them  from  the  King's  printer,  in  Ire- 
land. \xiCh\irch  V.  Huhbart,  (2  Craneh,)  this  court  said,  that 
the  edicts  of  Portugal,  offered  in  evidence,  would  have  been 
admissible,  if  the  copies  of  them  had  been  sworn  to  be  true 
copies,  by  the  American  Consul  at  Lisbon,  instead  of  his  hav- 
ing given  his  consular  certi6cate,  that  they  were  true  copies, 
because  it  was  not  one  of  the  functions  of  a  Consul  to  au- 
thenticate foreign  laws  in  that  way.  ' 

The  court  say,  "  The  paper  offered  to  the  court  is  certified 
to  be  a  copy  compared  with  the  original.  It  is  impossible  to 
suppose  that  this  copy  might  not  have  been  authenticated  by 
the  oath  of  the  Consul,  as  well  as  by  his  certificate."  It  will 
be  seen,  that  what  the  court  required,  was  a  verification  of 
the  original,  upon  oath,  and  that  then  the  edicts  would  have 
been  admissible  in  evidence.  They  were  municipal  edicts, 
too,  it  should  be  remembered,  and  not  one  of  those  marine 
ordinances  of  a  foreign  nation,  on  a  subject  of  common  con- 
cern to  all  nations,  which  may,  according  to  the  manner  of  its 
promulgation,  be  read  as  law,  without  other  proof.  Talbot  v. 
Seeman,  1  Craneh,  1. 

The  rule  of  this  court  has  always  been,  since  those  oases 
were  decided,  "  that  the  laws  of  a  foreign  country,  designed 
only  for  the  direction  of  its  own  affairs,  are  not  to  be  noticed 
by  other  countries,  unless  proved  as  facts ;  and,  that  the 
Banction  of  an  oath  is  required  for  their  establishment,  unless 
they  can  be  verified  by  some  other  such  high  authority,  that 
the  law  respected  not  less  than  the  oath  of  an  individual." 
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The  question  in  this  case,  is,  has  the  Code  Civil,  which  was 
offered  in  evidence,  a  verification  equivalent  to  the  oath  of  an 
individual  7 

Opinions  and  cases  may  be  found  in  conflict  with  the  cases 
cited,  but,  from  a  perusal  of  many  of  them,  we  find  that  they 
have  been  formed  and  decided  without  a  careful  discrimina- 
tion between  what  should  be  the  proof  of  foreign  written  and 
unwritten  law ;  and  when  written  laws,  either  singly  or  in 
statute  books,  or  in  •codes,  have  been  offered  in  evi-  r»,Aoo 
deuce,  without  a  sufficient  authentication  that  they  ^ 
were  oflicial  publications,  by  the  government  which  had  leg- 
islated them  ;  or  when  written  laws  have  been  offered,  prop- 
erly proved  to  be  official,  but  which  were  equivocal  in  their 
terms,  and  in  the  judicial  administration  of  which  there  have 
been,  or  may  be,  various  interpretations,  making  it  necessary  to 
call  in  experts,  as  in  cases  of  an  unwritten  law,  to  state  how 
the  law  offered  in  evidence  is  administered  in  the  courts  of  the 
country  of  which  it  is  said  to  be  the  law.  In  England,  until 
recently,  it  was  not  doubted  that  a  foreign  written  law  was 
admissible  in  evidence,  when  properly  authenticated.  But,  in 
the  Sussex  Peerage  case,  1814  (in  11  CI.  &  F.,  115),  several 
of  the  Judges  gave  their  opinions  upon  the  subject.  Lord 
Brougham,  in  that  case,  differed  from  Lord  Campbell,  and  said 
that  the  Code  Napoleon  ought  not  to  be  received  in  an  Eng- 
lish court,  and  that  before  it  could  be  received  from  the  book, 
that  an  expert,  acquainted  with  the  text  and  the  interpreta- 
tion of  it,  must  be  called.  And  so  it  was  ruled,  afterwards, 
by  Erie,  Justice,  in  1846,  in  Cocks  v.  Purdy  (2  Car.  &  K., 
269),  in  which  fragments  of  a  code  were  ofi^ered  as  evidence. 
But  his  Lordship's  opinion,  and  the  case  of  Clark  v.  Purdy, 
must  be  taken,  subject  to  the  facts  upon  which  the  point 
arose.  In  the  first,  it  was,  whether  Doctor  Wiseman,  who 
had  been  called  a  witness,  could  refer,  whilst  giving  his  evi- 
dence of  the  law  of  Rome  on  the  subject  of  marriage,  to  a 
book,  whilst  it  was  lying  by  him.  In  the  other  case,  frag- 
ments of  laws  were  offered.  This  point  had  been  settled  by 
Lord  Stowell,  in  Dalrymple  v.  Balrt/mple,  2  Hagg.,  64. 
Lord  Brougham  again  expressed  the  same  opinion,  in  his 
sketch  of  Lord  Stowell,  in  the  second  series  of  tlie  Statesmen 
of  the  Time  of  George  III.,  76.  But  Lord  Langdole,  who 
also  sat  with  the  other  Judges,  in  the  Sussex  Peerage  case, 
gave  the  rule,  with  its  qualifications,  in  the  case  of  the  Earl 
of  Nelson  v.  Lord  Bridport,  8  Beav.,  527.  After  stating  the 
rule,  coincidently  with  the  opinion  of  Lord  Brougham,  he 
says :  "  Such  I  conceive  to  be  the  general  rule,  but  the  case 
to  wbich  it  is  applicable  admits  of  great  variety.    Though  a 
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knowledge  of  foreign  laws  is  not  to  be  imputed  to  the  Judge, 
you  may  iiupute  to  Iniii  sncli  a  knowledge  of  the  general  Art 
of  i-easoiiiiig.  as  will  enable  hini,  with  the  assistance  of  the 
bar,  to  discover  where  fallacies  are  probably  concealed,  and 
in  what  cases  he  ought  to  require  testimony  more  or  less 
strict.  If  the  utmost  strictness  was  required,  in  every  case, 
justice  might  often  stand  still ;  and  I  am  not  disposed  to  say 
that  there  may  not  be  cases,  in  which  the  Judge  may  not, 
without  impropriety,  take  upon  himself  to  construe  the  words 
of  a  foreign  law,  and  determine  their  application  to  the  case 
mAnq-i  in  question  ;  especially,  if  *theve  should  be  a  variance 
-'  or  want  of  clearness  in  the  testimony." 

Notwithstanding  the  differences  in  the  cases  cited,  we 
tliink  that  the  true  rule  in  respect  to  the  admissibility  of  for- 
eign law  in  evidence,  may  be  gathered  from  them.  In  our 
view  it  is  this,  that  a  foreign  written  law  may  be  received, 
when  it  is  found  in  a  statute  book,  with  proof  that  the  book 
has  been  officially  published  by  the  government  which  made 
the  law.  Such  is  the  foundation  of  Lord  Tent«rden'a  ruling, 
in  Laoen  v.  Hifjgins,  3  Stark.,  178.  The  case  in  5  Serg.  & 
R.  (Pa.),  523,  has  the  same  basis.  Though  there  are  other 
reasons  for  the  admission  of  the  laws  of  the  States  into  the 
courts  of  the  United  States  as  evidence,  when  they  are  offi- 
cially published,  yet  they  are  only  received  when  the  genu- 
ineness of  the  publication  is  apparent.  This  court  has  so 
ruled  in  Hind  v.  Vattier,  5  Pet.,  398,  and  in  Oicitigt  v.  Mull, 
9  Pet.,  607-625.  It  is  true  that  we  are  called  upon,  ss 
Judges,  to  administer  the  laws  of  the  States  in  the  courts  of 
the  United  States,  and  that  the  States  of  the  Uiiion  are  not 
politically  foreign  to  each  other,  but  theve  is  no  connection 
between  them  in  legislation,  and  we  only  take  notice  of  their 
laws  judicially,  when  they  are  found  in  the  official  statute 
books  of  the  State. 

With  these  views,  it  remains  for  us  to  show  that  the  Code 
Civil,  offered  in  evidence  in  this  case  by  the  complainants,  to 
prove  their  right  to  the  succession  of  the  intestat«  estate  of 
General  Kosciusko,  is  authenticated  in  such  a  way  that  it 
may  be  received  by  the  court  for  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  offered.  It  was  sent  to  the  Supreme  Court,  in  the  course 
of  our  national  exchanges  of  laws  with  France.  It  is  one  of 
the  volumes  of  the  Bulletin  des  Lois  ik  Paris  L'  imprimerie 
royal4,  with  this  indorsement,  "Les  Garde  des  Sceaux  de 
France  k  la  Court  Supreme  Des  Etats  Unis."  Congress  has 
acknowledged  it  by  the  act,  and  the  appropriation  which  was 
given  to  the  Supreme  Court  to  reci|>rocate  the  donation. 
We  transmitted  to  the  Minister  of  Justice  official  copies  of 
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all  the  laws,  resolutions,  and  treaties  of  the  Uiiited  States, 
and  a  complete  series  of  the  decisions  of  this  court.  We  do 
not  doubt,  whenever  tlie  questiim  shall  occur  in  the  courts  of 
France,  that  the  volumes  which  were  sent  by  us  will  be  con- 
sidered stifGcicntly  authenticated  to  be  used  as  evidence. 
The  gift  and  the  reciprocation  of  it,  are  the  fruits  of  the  lib- 
eral agt  in  which  we  live.  We  hope  for  a  continuance  of 
such  exchanges  between  France  and  the  United  States,  and 
for  a  like  iiitercoui-se  with  all  nations.  Business  men,  jurists, 
and  statesmen,  will  readily  appreciate  its  advantages.  It  will 
save  much  time  and  expense  when  questions  occur  in  the 
courts  of  diiferent  nations,  involving  the  rights  of  *for-  ruA^Q 
eigners,  if  the  written  laws  of  every  nation  were  veri-  ^ 
fied  in  all  of  them,  by  certified  olticial  publications  to  the 
governments  of  each.  In  the  now  rapid  transit  of  persons 
and  property,  out  of  the  sovereignties  to  which  they  belong, 
into  the  different  parts  of  the  world,  such  a  verification 
would  often  speed  and  save  the  lights  of  emigranto,  sojourn- 
ers, and  merchants. 

We  think  that  the  Code  Civil,  certified  to  the  court  as  it 
is,  is  sufhciently  authenticated  to  malie  it  evidence  in  this 
suit,  and  that  it  would  be  so  in  any  otlier  case  in  which  it 
may  be  offered. 

We  pi'oceed  to  state  the  law  from  it,  applicable  to  the  case. 

It  has  been  determined  that  the  domicil  of  General  Kosci- 
usko was  in  France  at  the  time  of  his  death,  that  he  died 
intestate  as  to  his  funds  in  the  United  States,  and  that  they 
were  to  be  distributed  according  to  the  law  of  his  domicil. 

It  hiiB  l>een  proved  that  he  survived  his  parents,  died  with- 
out issue,  and  that  these  co)ii  plain  ants  are  the  lineal  descend- 
ants of  two  of  his  sisters,  one  of  whom  died  before  her 
brother,  and  the  other  afterwaids. 

The  fact  of  their  relationship,  notwithstanding  the  objec- 
tion which  was  made  to  the  proof  of  it,  is  suflicient.  The 
proofs  ai'c  decrees  of  the  Court  of  Nobility,  of  the  Qovem- 
ment  of  Grodno,  and  another  of  the  Court  of  Knbiyn,  in  the 
Russian  jiroviiice  of  Lithuania.  The  originals  are  in  the 
Orphans'  Court,  and  were  filed  in  it,  in  the  regular  course  of 
judicial  proceeding.  Both  of  them  are  authenticated  copies 
of  judicial  proceedings  in  the  courts  from  which  they  are 
brought.  The  competency  of  the  jurisdiction  of  those 
courts,  in  the  matters  decided  in  the  decrees,  is  proved  by 
witnesses  skilled  in  the  law  of  the  governments  of  Lithu- 
ani.^.  Lithuania  we  know  to  be  now  a  Russian  province, 
froverned  by  ita  own  laws,  except  as  they  may  be  modified 
by  the  Emperor's  edicts.     It  is  divided  into  three  goveriv 

469 


SUPREME  COURT. 


nients,  Wiliia,  Grodno,  and  Minsk,  with  a  Governor-General 
over  tlieni.  The  decree  of  the  Assembly  of  the  Department 
of  Grodno,  is  an  exetuplified  copy  of  that  made  ou  the  7th 
May,  1843,  in  the  case  of  t)ie  heirs  of  Kosciusko,  and  cod- 
tains  the  genealogical  chart  of  the  descendants  of  the  sistei's 
of  Kosciusko. 

It  is  not  a  judgment  inter  partes,  but  a  foreign  judgment  in 
rem,  and  is  evidence  of  the  facts  adjudicated  against  all  the 
world.  The  decree  from  the  court  of  Kobryn  is  also  proved 
to  be  a  judicial  record.  From  both  we  learn  that  the  persons 
named  in  the  bill  of  the  coniplainants,  are  the  collateral 
kinsmen  of  General  Kosciusko.  By  the  laws  of  Fi-ance, 
they  may  take  his  estate  by  succession. 

We  shall  reverse  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  and 
direct  the  funds  in  controversy  to  be  divided  among  them, 
according  to  the  750th  article  of  the  Code,  wliich  is,  that  in 
"4^11  ""^^  °^  '''^  'previous  decease  of  the  father  and  mother 
J  of  a  person  dead  without  issue,  his  brother  and  sister, 
or  their  descendants,  are  called  to  the  succession,  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  ancestors  and  other  collaterals. 

All  of  the  objections  which  were  made  against  the  rendi- 
tion of  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  complainants,  having  been 
considered  and  overruled,  it  only  remains  for  us  to  announce 
the  sum  for  which  the  decree  shall  be  given,  and  the  propor- 
tions to  be  paid  by  the  defendants,  as  the  sureties  of  Bom- 
ford,  under  the  act  of  1846. 

It  has  been  heretofore  stated  that  these  bonds  were  given 
under  that  act,  to  secure  the  amount  then  returned  to  the 
Orphans'  Court  by  the  administrator,  and  such  assets  as  he 
might  afterwards  receive  in  that  character.  In  his  ninth 
account,  he  charges  himself  with  a  balance  from  the  eighth 
account  of  $41,914.47,  and  after  giving  the  estate  credit  for 
the  sums  subsequently  received,  and  claiming  credits,  he  ad- 
mits that  there  was  due  to  the  estate  on  the  7th  of  June, 
1847,  $43,504.40,  including  tlie  stock  of  tlie  Bank  of  Wash- 
ington, which  was  after  his  <leath  transferred  to  Lewis  John- 
son, who  became  the  administrator  of  Kosciusko,  with  the 
will  annexed. 

We  shall  enter  a  decree  against  the  defendants  for  the 
sum  of  *37,924.40,  with  interest  from  the  7th  June,  1847, 
until  t)ie  same  shall  be  paid. 

The  said  decree  is  to  be  binding  upon  the  sureties,  Carrico, 
Stott,  and  George  C,  Bomford,  and  upon  the  sureties  Gideon, 
Ward,  and  Smith,  jointly  and  severally  in  the  proportion 
which  their  respective  bonds  bear  to  the  sum  decreed,  and 
the  costs  which  have  accrued  in  this  suit.    But  in  the  event 
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that  tbe  sureties  in  either  bond  do  not  pay  the  sum  decreed 
against  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  then  the  sureties  in  the 
other  bond  shall  be  answerable  for  and  pay  the  same  to  the 
extent  of  their  respective  boude. 

We  shall  also  order  a  decree  to  be  entered  against  the  de- 
fendant, Lewis  Johnson,  not  subjecting  him  to  any  costs  from 
liiii  having  been  made  a  defendant  in  this  suit,  directing  him 
to  turn  over  to  the  complainants  tlie  stock  of  the  Bank  of 
Washington,  to  which  he  is  entitled  as  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  of  Kosciusko,  and  the  dividends  which  have  accrued 
thereon,  allowing  to  him  out  of  the  same,  tbe  costs  incurred 
as  administrator,  commissions,  and  such  reasonable  counsel 
fees  as  may  have  been  paid  by  him  for  services  in  matters 
pertaining  to  this  case,  in  the  Orphans'  Court,  and  to  this 
suit,  after  his  account  shall  be  filed,  and  be  credited  to  him 
in  the  Orphans'  Court. 

•order.  ["432 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Distiict  of  Columbia,  holden  in  and  fur  the  County  of  Wash- 
ington, and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  coimideration 
whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  by 
this  court,  that  the  decree  of  said  Circuit  Court  dismissing 
the  complainants'  bill  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is 
hereby,  reversed  and  annulled.  And  this  court  proceeding 
to  render  such  decree  as  the  said  Circuit  Court  ought  to  have 
rendered,  doth  order,  adjudge  and  decree,  as  follows ; 

Firtt.  That  the  legal  domicil  of  Thaddeus  Kosciusko,  the 
party  under  whom  the  conii>lainanls  below  claim,  was,  at  tlie 
period  of  his  death,  in  1817,  in  France. 

Second.  That  as  to  the  property  and  fund  in  coiitrovei-sy. 
he,  the  said  Kosciusko,  died  intestate,  his  will  of  the  4th  of 
June,  1816,  in  the  proceedings  mentioned,  having  revoked 
his  prior  will  of  oth  of  May,  1798,  and  28lh  of  June,  1806, 
and  without  dispoising  of  aaitl  fund,  and  the  same  not  having 
been  disposed  of  by  the  will  of  10th  October,  1817. 

Third.  That  the  said  property  and  fund  is  tt)  be  dis- 
tributed according  to  the  law  of  FrsDoe,  the  place  of  his 
domicil  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

Fourth.  That  by  the  said  law  of  said  domicil,  at  s^d 
period,  the  said  property  belongs  in  etiual  moieties  to  the  col- 
lateral kindred  who  were  the  Tiueiil  uescendants  of  the  two 
sisters  in  the  case  mentiimed,  of  Si\u\  Kosciusko,  and  com- 
plainants in  the  bill  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  one  moiety 
thereof  to  Htppolitus  Estho  and  Roman  Estho,  grandsons  of 
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hiB  sister  Ann,  and  to  Louisa  Narbut,  her  granddaughter,  a 
widow,  and  in  the  proportions  between  them  of  one  half  of 
said  moiety  to  said  Hippolitus  Estho,  and  the  other  half  of 
said  moiety  to  said  Roman  Estho  and  Louisa  Narbut,  in 
equal  shares, — and  the  other  moiety  thereof  to  Vlandislaus 
Waiikowieg,  to  Hippolitus  Wankowieg,  Adam  Bychowiec, 
and  to  Michael  Sz3'rma,  also  complainants,  and  in  the  propor- 
tions between  them,  as  follows,  that  is  to  say,  to  Vlandislaus 
Wankowieg  and  Hippolitus  Wankowieg,  each  of  them  one 
half  of  five  seventlis,  and  of  one  third  to  each  of  another 
seventh,  and  to  Michael  Szyrma,  one  third  of  a  seventh,  and 
to  Adam  Bychowiec,  one  seventh. 

Fifth.  That  the  defendants'  sureties  in  the  bond  of  the  7th 
May,  1846,  for  f  20,000,  in  the  proceedings  mentioned,  taken 
under  the  authority  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  20th  of 
February,  1846,  that  is  to  say,  James  Carrico,  Samuel  Stott, 
and  George  C.  Bomford,  and  the  other  defendants'  sureties 
,.00-1  in  the  •other  bond  therein  mentioned,  also  taken 
J  under  said  act  of  Congress,  and  dated  4th  of  January, 
1847,  for  $40,000,  that  Js  to  say,  Jacob  Gideon,  Ulysses 
Ward,  and  Jonathan  B.  H.  Smith,  are  each,  and  to  the  ex- 
tent hereinafter  decreed,  responsible  to  the  complainants  for 
the  amount  also  hereinafter  decreed. 

Sixth.  It  is  further  adjudged  and  decreed,  that  there  is  due, 
and  that  the  same  be  paid,  by  said  defendants,  to  the  com- 
plainants above  named,  in  the  proportions  herein  stated,  the 
sum  of  Jl37,924-iViF  with  interest  on  said  sum,  at  the  rate  of 
six  per  centum,  from  the  7th  day  of  June,  1847,  till  paid; 
that  is  to  say,  that  the  said  defendants,  James  Carrico,  Sam- 
uel Stott,  and  George  C  Bomford,  are  jointly  and  severally 
bound  to  pay  to  said  complainants,  of  said  !(37,924i^,  the 
sura  of  $12,641.46j,  with  interest  thereon  as  afoicsaid,  from 
the  7th  of  June,  1847,  till  paid,  and  one  third  of  the  costs  of 
this  suit,  in  both  courts,  and  they  are  hereby  ordered  and 
decreed  to  pay  the  same.  And  that  the  said  defendants, 
Jacob  Gideon,  Ulysses  Ward,  and  Jonathan  B.  H.  Smith,  are 
jointly  and  severally  bound  to  pay  to  said  complainants, 
the  balance  of  said  sum  of  $37,924^^,  being  the  sum  of 
$25,282.93^,  with  interest  from  the  7th  of  June,  1847,  till 
^id,  and  two  thirds  of  the  said  costs ;  and  they  are  hereby 
ordered  and  decreed  to  pay  the  same. 

Seventh.  And  it  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed, 
that,  in  the  event  the  said  sureties  in  the  first  bond,  to  wit : 
James  Carrico,  Samuel  Stott,  and  George  G.  Bomford,  do  not 
pay  the  said  $12,641,46},  with  interest,  and  one  third  of  the 
costs,  BO  decreed  to  be  paid  by  them,  as  aforesaid,  and  every 
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part  thereof,  that  theo  the  aaid  Jacob  GideoD,  Ulysses  Ward, 
and  Jonathan  B.  H.  Smith,  the  sureties  in  the  second  bond, 
as  aforesaid,  are  bound  to  pay  the  same,  and  every  part 
thereof,  to  the  extent  of  the  penalties  of  their  said  bond. 
And  that,  in  the  event  that  the  said  Jacob  Gideon,  Ulysses 
Ward,  and  Jonathan  B.  H.  Smith,  the  sureties  in  the  second 
bond,  do  not  pay  the  said  $25,282.93^,  with  interest  and  two 
thirds  of  the  costs,  so  decreed  to  be  paid  by  them,  as  afore- 
said, and  every  part  thereof,  that  then  the  said  James  Carrico, 
Samuel  Stott,  and  George  C.  Bomford,  the  sureties  in  the 
first  bund,  as  aforesaid,  are  bonnd  to  pay  the  same,  to  the 
extent  of  the  penalty  of  their  said  bond. 

And  it  is  fni-ther  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the 
defendant,  Lewis  Johnson,  administrator  de  honU  non  of 
Thaddeus  Kosciusko,  transfer  and  deliver  over  to  said  named 
complainants  the  stock  of  the  Bank  of  Washington,  belonging 
to  him,  as  such  administrator,  amounting  at  its  par  value,  to 
the  sum  of  $5,580,  together  with  all  the  dividends  which  have 
accrued  on  the  same,  leas  the  costs  of  his  administration,  and 
reasonable  counsel  fees,  *and  such  comniissious,  as  rit4D4 
administrator,  as  the  Orphans'  Court  may  legally  *- 
allow. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the 
said  sums  of  money  and  stock,  so  decreed  to  be  paid  and 
transferred  by  the  above-named  defendants,  be  paid  and 
transferred  to  the  above-named  complainants,  Hinpolitus 
Estho,  Roman  Eatlio,  Louisa  Narbut,  Vlandislaus  Wanko- 
wiez,  Hippolitus  Wankowiez,  Adam  Bychowiec,  and  Michael 
Szyrma,  in  the  proportions  stated  and  adjudged  in  the  pre- 
ceding fourth  clause  of  this  decree. 

Highth.  It  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that 
the  decrees  pro  con/esso  against  Roman  Eutho,  Louisa  Narbut, 
born  Estho,  Thadea  Emilie  Wilchelmine  Zeltner,  Maria  Char- 
lotte Julia  Marguerette  Zeltner,  Bonnisant  Pere,  General 
Baszkoyski,  Etnilie  Zeltner,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Edward  Zeltner, 
Zavier  Araieth,  Dr.  Sheerer,  Miss  Ursula  Zeltner,  and  Kosci- 
usko Armstrong,  by  the  said  Circuit  Court  be,  and  the  same 
is  hereby,  affirmed. 

And  lastli/.  It  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  this 
cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded  to  the  said  Cir- 
cuit Court,  with  directionH  to  that  court  to  cany  the  aforesaid 
decree  of  this  court  into  effect. 
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Where  the  contract  between  the  owner  and  the  builder,  (who  wai  also  the 
carpenter,]  stipulated  for  a  forfeiture  per  dietn  in  cue  tlie  carpenter 
should  delay  the  work,  the  court  betow  ouglit  to  have  allowed  evidence  of 
such  delay  lo  be  given  to  the  jury  by  the  defendant,  under  a  notice  of  let- 
otT,  and  atao  cvi{]encG  that  the  work  and  materials  found  and  provided  upon 
and  for  the  building,  were  defective  iu  quality  and  charai^ter,  ajid  far  infe- 
rior in  value  to  what  the  contract  and  specification  called  for.' 

A  master  builder,  undertaker,  or  contractor,  who  undertakes  by  contract  with 
the  owner  to  erect  a  building,  or  some  part  or  portion  thereof,  on  certain 
terms,  dnei  not  couie  within  the  letter  or  spirit  of  the  act  of  Congress 
passed  March  2,  1833,  (4  Slat,  nt  L.,  06S,)  entitled  an  Act  to  secure  to 
mechanics  and  others,  payment  for  labor  done  and  materials  furnished  in 
the  eKction  of  buildinf^  in  the  District  of  Columbia.' 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  tlie  District  of  Columbia,  ' 
hulden  in  and  for  the  county  of  Waehingtoii. 

It  was  an  action  of  acire  facias,  brought  by  Caldwell 
against  Winder,  upon  a  claim  filed  under  the  act  of  Congress 
, <oci  passed  "March  2d,  1833,  entitled  "  An  Act  to  secure 
^  to  mechanics  and  others,  payment  for  labor  done  and 
materials  furnished  in  the  erection  of  buildings  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia."     4  Stat,  at  Large,  659. 

Caldwell,  in  March,  1849,  filed  his  claim  in  the  clerk's 
office,  consisting  of  the  gross  sum  of  $10,500,  claimed  as  due 
under  a  apceial  agreement,  and  the  further  sum  of  ^,086  for 
extra  work — the  itemu  of  the  extra  work  being  particularly 
mentioned  in  the  claim. 

Upon  this  claim  the  writ  of  scire  facias  issued  March  20, 
1849.  No  declaration  was  filed.  The  defendant  appeared 
and  pleaded  non  assumptit,  upon  which  issue  was  joined. 

Upon  the  trial,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in 
the  sum  of  $4,746,  with  interest  from  9th  March,  1849. 

Upon  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  took  three  bills  of  exceptions, 
and  the  defendant,  ten.  The  substance  of  them  alt  is  stated 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Davidge,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 

>  See  notes  U>   Withtri  v.  Grtne.  9        i  Cited.    Orantiand  t.  Ci'ly  ofitm- 
How.,  214;   Fan  Buren  T.  Diqqa,  II     >)A(i,  12  Fed  Bep.,  286. 
Id.,  461 ;  DtrmoU  v.  J<mt$,  23  Id.,  220. 
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and  Mr.  Bradley  and  Mr.  Laterenee^  for  the  defendanf.  in 
error. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  made  the  following 
points. 

I.  That,  under  the  act  of  1883,  the  mechanics  and  mate- 
rial-men who  do  the  work  and  provide  the  materials  for  the 
building,  are  entitled  to  the  lien,  and  not  he  who  merely  con- 
tracts with  them  to  do  and  provide  such  work  and  materials. 

1.  Because  the  law  totidem  verbis  coufines  the  lieu  to  those 
"employed  in  furnishing  materials  for,  or  in  the  erecting  or 
constructing"  the  building. 

2.  Because  the  only  debts  secured  by  the  law  are  those 
contracted  for  work  done  and  materials  furnished  for  the 
building. 

8.  Because  the  2d  clause  of  the  1st  section  of  the  act 
plainly  shows  that  a  mere  contractor  is  not  within  its  provi- 
sions. 

4.  Because  the  contractor  not  being  within  the  letter,  is 
still  less  within  the  spirit  of  the  law,  the  object  of  which 
was  to  allow  those  whose  property,  whether  work  or  mate- 
rials, had  been  advanced  upon  the  credit  of  the  building,  to 
follow  that  property  after  it  had  become  part  of  the  builJing. 
Id  the  present  case,  the  work  and  materials  advanced,  or  a 
large  portion  of  them,  were  not  the  property  of  the  con- 
tractor. 

6.  Because  if  tlie  contractor  be  held  within  the  law,  the 
building  would  be  subjected  to  double  liens  and  double  re- 
coveries. And,  more  than  this,  a  sub-contractor,  not  advanc- 
ing either  work  or  materials,  might,  with  equal  justice,  claim 
the  lien,  and  the  property  would  then  be  subjected  to  triple 
liens  for  the  same  benefit. 

*6.   Because  the  mechanics  and  material-men   are,  rii4<>f> 
by  the  law,  expressly  authorized  to  institute  proceed-  L 
tngs  against  the  contractor,  the  basis  of  which  is,  that  they 
have  found  and  provided  the  work  and   materials  for  the 
building. 

7.  Because  the  law  contemplates  but  one  lien  for  the  same 
work  or  materials,  and  if  there  lie  two  or  more,  the  satisfac- 
tion which  the  owner  is  entitled  to,  under  the  last  clause  of 
the  1st  section  could  not  be  entered.  Act  of  188S,  (4  Stat. 
at  L.,  p.  659);  Peuu.  Lien  Laws  of  1803,  (Pamphlet  L., 
591)  ;  of  1806,  (4  Smith's  L.,  300)  ;  and  of  1886,  (Pamphlet 
L.,  695)  ;  Jones  v.  Shawkan,  4  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.),  267,  264; 
UoaU  V.  Patterson,  5  Id.,  587,  689;  Saley  v.  Proaaer,  8  Id., 
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133,  134;     Whitman  v.    Walker,  9  Id.,  188,  187;  Bolton  r. 
Johm,  5  Pa.  St.,  145, 160. 

But,  further,  the  act  of  1833  canuot  be  regarded  aa  giving 
a  lien  to  the  contractor  in  this  case,  unless  it,  an  affirmative 
statute,  without  a  repealing  clause  or  negative  words,  be  held 
to  repeal  a  former  law  passed  in  pari  materia,  and  between 
which  and  the  act  of  1833  there  is  no  necessary  repugnancy. 
The  act  of  Maryland,  passed  December  19,  1791,  provided 
as  follows : 

"X.  And  for  the  encouragement  of  master-builders  to 
undertake  the  building  and  fiuisbing  houses  within  the  said 
city,  by  securing  to  them  a  just  and  efTectual  remedy  for 
their  advances  and  earnings,  be  it  enacted,  that  for  all  sums 
due  and  owing,  on  written  contracts,  for  the  building  any 
house  in  the  said  city,  or  the  brickwork,  or  carpenters'  or 
joiners'  work  thereon,  the  undertaker  or  workmen  employed 
by  the  person  for  whose  use  the  house  shall  be  built,  shall 
have  a  lien  on  the  house  and  the  ground  on  which  the  same 
is  erected,  as  well  as  fur  the  materials  found  by  him  ;  provided 
the  said  written  contract  shall  have  been  ackuowlf^iged  be- 
fore one  of  the  commissioners,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  an 
alderman  of  the  corporation  of  Georgetown,  and  recorded  in 
the  office  of  the  clerk  for  recording  deeds  herein  created, 
within  six  calendar  months  from  the  time  of  acknowledgment 
as  aforesaid ;  and  if,  within  two  years  after  the  last  of  the 
work  is  done,  he  proceeds  in  equity,  he  shall  have  remedy  as 
upon  a  mortgage,  or  if  he  proceeds  at  law  within  the  same 
time,  he  may  have  execution  against  the  house  and  land,  in 
whose  hands  soever  the  same  may  be ;  but  this  remedy  shall 
be  considered  as  additional  only,  nor  shall,  as  to  the  land, 
take  place  of  any  legal  encumbrance  made  pi-ior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  such  claim."  2  Kilty's  Laws  of  Md.,  act  1791, 
ch.  45,  §  10. 

This  law  gives  a  lien  to  the  contractor  or  to  the  workmen 

employed  by  the  owner,  but  it  requires,  1.   That  there  shall 

be  a  contract  in  writing;   2.   That  such  contract  shall  be 

*4871  *^<i^»''^'^g^  >  ^^^  ^-   Recorded  within  six  months 

-'  after  acknowledgment. 

In  the  present  case  there  was  a  written  contract,  but  it  was 
neither  acknowledged  nor  recorded ;  and,  besides,  the  remedy 
adopted  is  wholly  different  from  that  given  by  the  act  of 
1791. 

Is  that  law  repealed  by  the  act  of  1838?    It  is  not  in  any 
portion ;  or,  if  at  all,  not  so  far  as  concenis  the  right  of  the 
contractor. 
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It  is  Dot  repealed,  in  whole  or  iu  part,  expcesaly  or  by  direct 
terms.     Is  it  by  necessary  implicatiOQ  ? 

There  must  be,  to  repeal  by  implication,  a  positive  repug-  , 
nancy  between  the  provisioDB  of  the  new  law  and  those  of  the 
old ;  and  even  then  the  old  law  is  repealed  only  pro  tanto,  to 
the  extent  of  the  repugnancy.  Wood  v.  The  United  States, 
16  Pet.,  342,  362 ;  J}aviefg  et  al.  v.  Fairhaim  et  ah,  3  How.. 
636,  646 ;  Seals  v.  Hale,  4  How.,  37,  63 ;  Chesapeake  *■  0.  C. 
Co.  V.  Baltimore  ^  0.  E.  R.  Co.,  4  Gill  &  J.  (Md.),  1, 162, 
158 ;  Dwarr.  on  Stat.,  678,  674,  675. 

A  later  statute,  which  is  general,  does  not  abro«ite  a  for- 
mer, which  is  particular.    6  Co.,  b.  19 ;  Dwarr.  on  Stat.,  674. 

Statutes  in  pari  materia  are  to  be  taken  together  and  corn- 
ered in  the  construction  of  them.  The  United  States  v. 
Freeman,  3  How.,  556 ;  Dwarr.  on  Stat.,  699. 

Statutes  are  to  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  existing 
law.  Four  things  are  to  be  considered ;  what  was  the  law 
before  the  act ;  the  mischief  not  provided  against ;  the  remedy 
provided ;  and  the  reason  of  that  remedy.  Heydon't  cote,  3 
Co.,  7. 

The  mischief  which  required  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1833, 
was  twofold :  1.  The  law  gave  nn  lien  to  mechanics  contract- 
ing with  the  undertaker  or  contractor.  2.  It  gave  no  lien 
whatever  to  the  material-man,  unless  he  was  at  t)ie  same  time 
undertaker,  or  a  workman  contracting  directly  with  the 
owner. 

The  whole  object  of  the  law  of  1838,  was  to  supply  the 
omissions  of  tlie  act  of  1791.  It  was  designed  to  be  auxiliary 
merely,  and  not  to  repeal  the  provisions  of  the  existing  law. 

Certainly  no  reason  can  be  assigned  why  the  salutary  pro- 
vision of  the  act  of  1791,  requiring  a  contractor  to  enter  into 
a  written  contract,  and  have  the  same  acknowledged  and 
recorded,  was  intended  to  be  annulled. 

The  act  of  1701  is  not  obsolete,  but  has  been  recognized  as 
in  full  force.  Homans  v.  Coomhe,  3  Cranch,  C.  C.,  866 — 
decided  in  1828. 

II.  The  court  below  erred  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  for  the  work  and 
materials  done  and  provided  under  the  special  agreement. 

1.  Because  the  act  of  1833  is  inapplicable  to  cases  where 
work  "and  materials  are  furnished  under  a  special  (■•igg 
agieement.  Jones  v.  Shawkan,  4  Watts.  &  S.  (Pa.),  ^ 
257,  262;  ffoatz  v.  Patterson,  5  Id.,  537,  538;  ffaley  v.  Pros- 
«er,  8  Id.,  133, 134;  Wiimany.  Walker,  3  Id.,  ISZ,  187 ;  Barton 
V.  Johns,  5  Pa.  St.,  145, 150 ;  Act  of  1791,  ch.  45,  §  10;  United 
State*  V.  Barney,  2  Hall's  Law  J.,  128 ;  £x  parte  Lewis,  2 
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Gall.,  483 ;  ffoBtler'a  case,  Yelv.,  66 ;  Bac.  Abr.  Trover,  E. ;  2 
Rol.  Abr.,  92,  Justification,  pi.  2;  Chapman  \.  Allen,  Cvo.Caj:., 
■  271 ;  Bull.  N.  P.,  4,5 ;  Brennan  v.  Currint,  Sayre,  224 :  8.  c„ 
cited  8  Selw.  N.  P.,  1163 ;  Stone  v.  Lingwood,  1  Str.,  651 ;  Col- 
lint  V,  OngUy,  cited  Selw.  N.  P.,  «Ji  sup. ;  Stevenson  v.  Blake- 
lock,  1  Mau.  &  Sel.,  535  ;  and  see,  also,  Boyce  v.  Anderson,  2 
Pet.,  155. 

2.  Because  the  special  agreement  in  this  case  was  incon- 
sistent with  the  retetition  of  a  lien.  Peyroux  et  al.  v.  Howard, 
1  Pet.,  324,  344 ;  Chase  v.  Westermore,  5  Mau.  &  Sel.,  180 ; 
Scarfe  v.  Morgan,  4  Mees.  &  W.,  270 ;  Stoddard  Woolen  Man. 
V.  Huntley,  8  N.  H.,  441 ;  Hutchins  et  al.  v.  Oleutt,  4  Vt.,  549; 
5ai7«^  V.  Adams,  14  Wend.  (N.  Y.),  201 ;  Welch  v.  Mande- 
ville,  5  Wheat.,  277. 

HI.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  submit  to  the  jury  the 
question  whether  the  work  and  materials,  or  what  part  thereof, 
were  supjjlied  upon  the  credit  of  the  building.  Sills  v,  Elliott, 
16  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.),  56  ;  Hinchman  v.  Graham,  2  Id.,  170. 

IV.  A  declaration  should  have  been  filed.  Foster  on  Scire 
Facias,  72  Law.  Lib.,  p.  350. 

V.  The  judgment  rendered  was  general  and  in  personam. 
The  proceeding  was  in  rem,  and  the  last  clause  of  the  act  of 
1833  expressly  prohibits  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  in  the 
scire  facias,  against  any  other  property  than  the  building 
against  which  the  lien  existed. 

VI.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  for  the  portion  of 
work  and  mateiials  performed,  and  furnished  under  the  special 
agreement,  more  than  three  months  before  the  claim  was 
filed. 

VII.  The  claim,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  special  agree- 
ment, was  not  filed  in  conformity  with  the  requirements  of 
the  law,  and  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury 
to  that  effect.  See  the  claim,  R.  9 ;  McDonald  v.  Lindall,  3 
Rawle  (Pa.),  492. 

VIII.  The  court  erred  in  excluding  from  the  jury  evidence 
of  defects  in  the  work  and  materials  furnished  under  the 
special  agreement.  Withers  v.  Q-reon,  9  How.,  213 ;  Van 
Buren  v.  Digges,  11  How.,  461.  Notice  of  set-off  had  been 
given.     R.  5. 

IX.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  evidence  of  delay,  the 
demurrage  money  mentioned  in  the  agreement  being  liqui- 
dated damages,  and  not  a  [)enaUy,  Fletcher  v.  Dyclie,  2  T.  R., 
32 ;  Hnhand  v.  Grattan,  1  Ale.  &  N.,  389 ;  Grisdee  v.  Bolton, 
,,„Q-,  3  Car.  &  P.,  •240;  Leighton  v.  Wales,  8  Mees.  &  W., 

^^'^J  545;  2  Poth.  Obi.  by  Evans,  81,  &c.;  Noble  v.  Batet, 
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7  Cow.  (N.  Y.).  807;  2  Greenl.  ou  Ev.,  §  267,  258,  259,  and 
cases  cited  ;  Van  Buren  v.  Digget,  11  How.,  461 ;  Tayloe  v. 
Sandiford,  7  Wheat.,  17. 

The  points  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  in  enor,  were — 

First.  That  this  act  is  not  repugnant  to  the  act  of  1791, 
but  is  remedial,  cumulative,  and  auxiliary.  That  it  was  de- 
signed to  give  a  Hen  to  every  person  who,  whether  under  a 
parol  contract,  oral  or  written,  or  a  contmct  under  seal,  should 
thereafter  furnish  materials  for  or  do  work  upon  any  dwelling 
or  other  building  in  the  city  of  Washington  during  its  erec- 
tion, for  the  owner  or  for  the  contractor. 

That  if  the  building  was  constructed  by  contract,  no  person 
wiru  did  work  or  furnished  materials  to  such  contractor,  could 
have  the  lien,  unless  within  thirty  days  after  being  so  em- 
phiyed,  he  should  give  notice  in  writing  to  the  owner,  that  he 
was  so  employed  to  work  «r  furnish  materials,  and  that  he 
claimed  the  benefit  of  that  act. 

These  points  are  presented  in  the  3d,  6th,  7th,  8th,  9th, 
and  10  th  exceptions. 

1.  The  first  sentence  of  the  act  of  1883,  is  in  the  most  gen- 
eral and  comprehensive  terms.     7  Barn.  &  C,  643. 

2.  The  second  sentence  expressly  contemplates  the  case  of 
a  contract,  and  provides  a  remedy  for  those  employed  by  the 
conti-aetor. 

There  is  no  such  provision  in  any  one  of  the  laws  of  Penn- 
sylvania refened  to  by  plaintifif,  and  under  which  the  deci- 
sions of  the  courts  of  that  State  were  made. 

2.  The  act  of  1791  expressly  recognizes  and  provides  for 
two  sets  of  liens,  the  one  by  the  contractor,  the  other  by  the 
workmen.     So  does  the  act  of  1833. 

4.  The  actof  1791  contemplatedastatutory  mortgage;  pro- 
vided for  the  contracts  of  a  certain  description,  viz.  those  in 
writing  acknowledged  before  a  justice,  and  recorded  in  the 
clerk's  office  within  six  months,  and  gave  a  remedy  in  equity. 

This  act  is  not  repngnnnt  to  that.  It  extends  the  remedy 
and  provides  a  new  one,  (not  for  those  who  have  made  their 
contracts  and  recorded  them  under  the  law  of  1791,)  but  to 
ail  persons  who  have  done  work  or  furnished  materials  for  the 
building,  without  pursuing  the  remedy  given  by  that  law.  It 
provides  a  different  remeiTy.  It  gives  an  absolute  lien  in  all 
cases  for  two  years,  to  be  enforced  upon  a  claim  filed  by  »cire 
facias  or  personal  action  ;  or  if  no  claim  is  filed,  then  by  pei^ 
sonal  action. 

The  act  of  1791  provides  a  lien  to  commence  from  r»44A 
the   date   *of  the   contract,   if   recorded   vrithin    six  *- 
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months.  The  act  uf  1833  gives  a  lien  from  the  commence- 
ment of  the  woik. 

There  ia  no  repugnancy  between  them.  The  two  provisions 
may  well  stand  together,  the  latter  as  cumulative  to  the  for- 
mer.   3  How.,  645-6. 

They  are  both  affirmative  statutes,  and  such  parts  of  the 
prior  statute  as  may  be  incorporated  into  the  sulAequent  one 
as  consistent  with  it,  must  be  considered  in  force.     Id.,  644-5. 

They  are  in  pari  materia;  they  must  be  taken  together  as 
if  they  were  one  law.     Id.,  564. 

A  thing  which  is  within  the  intention  of  tlie  makers  of  the 
statute,  is  as  much  witiiin  the  statute  as  if  it  were  witliin  the 
letter.     Id.,  665. 

Here  the  intention  cannot  admit  of  dispute.  It  was  to  pro- 
tect all  who  furnislied  skill,  time,  labor,  or  materials,  to  the 
erection  of  the  building,  without  regard  to  the  manner  of 
their  eniploynieut.  They  might  make  their  contract  under 
the  act  of  1791,  and  obtain  a  remedy  in  equity  under  that 
act;  or  they  might  proceed  under  the  law  of  1833,  and  seek 
their  remedy  at  law  only.  Both  laws  require  a  recording  as 
notice.  The  law  of  1833  has  received  this  construction  U'om 
its  passage,  and  hundreds  of  mortgages  now  existing,  rest 
upon  it. 

Unless  it  repeals  the  act  of  1791  by  necessary  implication, 
it  may  be  merely  affirmative,  or  cumulative,  or  auxiliary.  16 
Pet.,  362-3. 

The  more  natural,  if  not  necessary  inference  is,  that  the 
legislature  intended  the  new  law  to  be  auxiliary  to  and  in  aid 
of  the  iiurposes  of  the  old  law,  even  when  some  of  the  cases 
provided  for  may  be  equally  within  the  reach  of  each.  Id., 
363. 

In  construing  an  act,  (and  equally  so  in  acts  in  pari  materia, 
8  How.,  564,  2  T.  R.,  504,)  if  there  are  expressions  not  so 
hti'ge  in  one  part  as  those  used  in  another,  but  upon  a  view  of 
the  whole  act  they  can  collect  from  the  more  large  and  exten- 
sive expression  of  the  legislature,  their  intention,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  Judges  to  give  effect  to  the  larger  expressions. 
Per  Lord  Tenterden,  7  Barn.  &  C,  643. 

A  second  law  on  the  same  subject  does  not  repeal  a  former 
one  without  a  repealing  clause,  or  negative  words,  unless  so 
clearly  repugnant  as  to  imply  a  negative.  But  if  they  be  not 
so  contrary  or  so  repugnant  that  the  last  act  expresses  or  im- 
plies a  negative  of  the  first,  thepi  they  may  continue  to  stand 
together.  And  if  such  be  the  case  here,  a  mortgage  of  city 
propertj',  recorded  in  conformity  with  either  law,  would  be 
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valid.  Many  cases  of  this  kind,  verv  analogous,  are  cited  in 
Foater't  cate,  11  Co.,  63,  64 ;  4  How.",  63. 

We  contend  that  both  acts  are  in  force,  and  the  parties  may 
•proceed  under  either.     But  if  the  act  of  1833  repeals  r»AA-i 
the  act  of  1891,  we  contend  further  that  its  provisions  ^ 
clearly  embrace  written  contracts  for  construction. 

Second.  Jf  the  contractor  or  person  who  had  done  work  or 
furnished  mateiiala  for  the  owner,  files  his  claim  in  the  clerk's 
of&ce,  as  provided  by  the  act  of  1833,  within  three  months 
after  the  last  work  is  done  by  him,  under  the  same  written 
contract,  or  under  an  implied  contract,  during  the  progress 
of  the  work,  that  claim  will  relate  back  to  the  commencement 
of  the  building  and  cover  the  work  and  materials  mentioned 
in  it  and  used  in  the  erection  of  the  building.  4th  and  5th 
exceptions. 

1.  The  language  of  the  act  is  explicit.     "Every 

building  hereafter  constructed  and  erected,  &c.,  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  the  payment  of  the  debts  contracted  for,  or  by  reason 
of  any  woiTt  or  materials  found  and  provided  by  any  person 
or  persons,  &c.,  employed  in  furnishing  the  materials  for,  or 
in  the  erecting  and  constructing  such  house  or  other  building, 
before  any  other  lien  which  originated  tttbgequent  to  the  eovof 
mencement  of  >uch  other  house  or  building,  &c. :  Provided, 
That  no  such  debt,  &c.,  shall  remain  a  lien  on  such  house  or 
other  building,  longer  than  two  years  from  the  commencement 
of  the  building  thereof,  unless,  &c.,  a  claim  be  filed  within 
three  months  after  performing  the  work  or  furnishing  the 
materials." 

It  could  not  have  been  designed  by  the  legislature  to  deprive 
a  lumber-merchant  of  his  lien,  if  there  was  an  understanding 
between  himself  and  the  owner  that  he  should  fmTiish  the 
lumber  for  tlic  building  from  time  to  time,  as  it  should  be  re- 
quired, and  it  should  occur,  in  the  course  of  the  erection  of 
the  building,  that  more  than  three  months  should  elapse  be- 
tween filing  one  order  and  the  giving  of  a  new  one. 

2.  If  the  work  is  done  by  contract,  and  there  is  an  express 
or  tacit  understanding  between  the  parties  that  alteratiojts 
may  be  required  by  the  owner  and  executed  by  the  contractor 
during  the  progress  of  the  work,  it  would  be  in  direct  viola- 
tion of  the  spirit  of  the  law,  and  the  obvious  intent  of  the 
legislature  to  deprive  the  contractor  of  bis  lieo,  unless  ho 
from  time  to  time,  and  every  three  mouths  recorded  bis 
claim. 

3.  The  language  of  the  act  is,  within  three  months  after 
performing  the  vork  or  furnishing  the  materials.  This  means, 
Dy  the  force  of  the  terms,  after  performing  the  lut  work  or 
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furnishing  the  last  materials  used  in  the  progress  of  the  build- 
ing ;  not  that  he  shall  record  his  claims  toties  quoties  three 
months  shall  elapse.  This  would  be  requiring  the  party  to 
accumulate  costs,  the  thing  the  legislature  designed  to  avoid, 
and  to  do  a  vain  thing,  wluch  the  law  never  requires. 

4.  Much  more  will  this  construction  apply  to  s  contract, 
"4491  asin'thiscase,  for  the  work  and  materials  for  a  build- 
-J  ing  which  contemplated  eighteen  mouths  in  its  con- 
struction. 

As  to  the  pleadings. 

1.  No  declaration  is  required  on  the  appearance  of  the 
defendant  to  a  scire  facias  under  this  act.  In  Blake  v.  Dode- 
mead  et  ux.  (2  Str.,  T75),  it  is  said  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a 
declaration  on  a  scire  facia»,  the  plea  is  to  the  writ,  and  narra- 
tio  and  hreve  in  this  case  are  the  same. 

Vavgkn  v.  Floyd,  1  Sid.,  406.  The  scire  facias  disclosed 
the  facts  on  which  it  was  founded,  and  required  an  answer 
from  the  defendant ;  it  was  said  to  be  in  the  nature  of  a  dec- 
laration. 

BanJc  of  Scotland  v.  Fenwich,  1  Exch.,  796  (per  Rolfe). 
The  declaration,  in  fact,  sets  out  the  writ,  and  is  in  the  same 
form  as  the  writ. 

Nunn  V.  Claxtan,  3  Exch.,  715.  Although  called  a  decla- 
ration,  it  is  "merely  a  mode  of  entoring  the  writ  on  the 
record." 

See,  also,  Serd  v.  Bruatme,  Cro.  Eliz.,  177 ;  Tidd,  Prac, 
8th  ed.,  1140. 

2.  The  nature  of  the  relief  intended,  the  object  of  the  leg- 
islature to  give  a  mortage,  and  the  writ  being  provided  as 
notice  of  the  action,  the  court  may  well,  as  the  Circuit  Court 
has  heretofore,  consider  it  as  setting  forth  the  facts  on  which 
it  is  founded,  a  narrative  in  the  nature  of  a  declaration,  make 
it  part  of  the  record,  and  require  the  defendant  to  plead  to  it 
The  statute  itself,  in  the  second  section,  would  seem  to  con- 
template the  same  thing. 

Second,  as  to  the  form  of  the  judgment. 

The  writ  is  not  to  show  causa  why  execution  should  i.ot 
issue  against  the  property  mentioned  in  it,  but  to  show  cause 
why  the  court  ought  not  to  render  judgment  for  the  sum  de- 
manded upon  the  record  aforesaid. 

This  is  the  conclusion  of  the  declaration. 

The  judgment  is  responsive.  It  must  be  the  same  after 
the  pleading  "as  in  personal  actions  for  the  recovery  of 
debte." 

The  judgment,  then,  is  right.    But  the  record  being  in  the 
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same  court,  the  statute  regulates  the  form  and  extent  of  the 
execution  which  may  issue  on  that  juilgment. 

Mr.  Justice  GRIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Caldwell,  who  was  plaintiff  below,  entered  into  a  contract 
with  Winder, "  to  furnish  all  the  materials  and  do  all  the  car- 
penter work  required  to  a  certain  house  tn  be  erected  in  the 
city  of  Washington,"  for  the  sum  of  ten  tliousand  dollars. 
After  the  house  was  finiBhed,  the  contractor  filed  a  lien 
against  the  building,  claiming  this  sum,  together  with  sundry 
charges  for  extra  work.  A  scire  facial  was  issued  to  enforce 
this  claim,  and  *a  trial  had,  in  the  course  of  which,  r««4a 
numerous  bills  of  exception  were  sealed  by  the  court  *- 
at  the  defendant's  instance,  which  form  the  subjects  for  our 
consideration  in  this  case. 

1.  I'he  want  of  a  declaration,  though  not  the  subject  of 
exception  below,  has  been  urged  here  as  an  error.  But  we 
think  this  objection  is  without  foundation. 

A  icire  faciaa  is  a  judicial  writ  used  to  enforce  the  execu- 
tion of  some  matter  of  record  on  which  it  is  usually  founded; 
but  though  a  judicial  writ,  or  writ  of  execution,  it  is  so  far 
an  original  that  the  defendant  may  plead  to  it.  As  it 
discloses  the  facts  on  which  it  is  founded,  and  requires  an 
answer  from  the  defendant,  it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  declara- 
tion, and  the  plea  is  properly  to  the  writ.  In  the  present 
case,  the  bill  of  particulars  of  the  plaintiffs  claim  is  filed  of 
record  under  the  statute  which  gives  this  remedy,  and  it  is 
recited  in  the  writ  and  thereby  made  part  of  it,  so  that  any 
further  pleading  on  his  part,  to  set  forth  the  nature  of  his 
demand,  would  be  wholly  superfluoua. 

2,  In  the  written  contract  between  the  parties,  given  in 
evidence  on  the  trial,  it  is  stipulated  that  "  the  work  is  to  be 
promptly  executed,  so  that  no  delay  shall  be  occasioned  to  the 
builder  by  having  to  wait  for  the  carpenter's  work";  and 
also,  "  that  in  any  and  every  case  in  which  the  carpenter  shall 
occasion  delay  to  the  building,  the  sum  of  twenty-five  dollars 
per  day  shall  be  deducted  for  each  and  every  day  so  delayed, 
from  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  this  contract." 

The  defendant,  under  a  notice  of  set-off,  offered  to  prove 
"  that  in  consequence  of  the  plaintiffs  not  being  ready  to  put 
up  his  work  according  to  said  contract,  delay  was  occasioned 
by  him  in  the  construction  of  the  building  nf  not  less  than 
three  weeks  "  ;  and  also,  "  that  the  work  and  materials  found 
and  provided  upon  and  for  the  said  building,  were  defective 
in  quality  and  character,  and  far  inferior  in  value  to  whnt 
said  contract  and  specification  called  for." 
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The  refusal  of  the  court  to  permit  such  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury,  is  the  subject  of  the  nrst  two  bills  of  exception. 

The  statute  which  authoiizetj  thiu  proceeding,  gives  the 
defendant  liberty  "to  plead  and  make  such  defence  as  io 
personal  actions  for  the  recovery  of  debts."  Had  the  plain- 
tiff below  brought  his  action  of  assumpsit  on  the  contract, 
the  right  to  made  this  defence  cannot  now  be  doubted.  For, 
although  it  is  true,  as  a  general  rule,  that  unliquidated  dama- 
ges cannot  be  the  subject  of  set-off,  yet  it  is  well  settled  that 
a  total  or  partial  failure  of  consideration,  acts  of  nonfeasance 
or  misfeasance,  immediately  connected  with  the  cause  of 
action,  or  any  equitable  defence  arising  out  of  the  same  trans- 
action, may  be  given  in  evidence  in  mitigation  of  damages,  or 
•4441  r^coupea ;  not  strictly  'by  the  way  of  defalcation  or  set 
■■  off,  but  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  plaintiffs  action 
in  whole  or  in  part,  and  to  avoid  circuity  of  action.  Without 
noticing  the  numerous  cases  on  this  subject,  it  is  sufficient  to 
a^  that  the  cases  of  Withers  v.  Qreen,  (9  How.,  214,)  and 
Van  Buren  v.  Diggeg,  (11  How.,  461,)  decided  in  this  court, 
are  conclusive  of  the  question.*  The  court  below,  therefore, 
erred  in  the  rejection  of  the  testimony  offered. 

3.  The  remaining  bills  of  exception  involve,  in  fact,  but 
one  prominent  and  important  question,  and  the  decision  of  it 
will  dispose  of  this  case. 

The  right  to  file  a  "mechanic's  lien,"  as  it  is  usually 
denominated,  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  under  the  act  of 
Congress  of  March  2d,  1833,  entitled,  "An  act  to  secure  to 
mechanics  and  others,  payment  for  labor  done  and  materials 
furnished,  in  the  erection  of  buildings  in  the  District  of 
Columbia."  The  Bret  section  of  this  act  defines  the  persona 
who  shall  be  entitled  to  this  peculiar  security  and  remedy,  as 
follows : 

*'AU  and  every  dwelling-house,  or  other  building,  hereafter 
constructed  and  erected  within  the  city  of  Washington,  in 
the  town  of  Alexandria,  or  in  Georgetown,  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  shall  be  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  con- 
tracted for,  or  by  reason  of  any  work  done,  or  materials 
found  and  provided  by  any  brickmaker,  bricklayer,  stone- 
cutter, mason,  lime-merchant,  carpenter,  painter  and  glazier, 
ironmonger,  blacksmith,  plasterer  and  lumber-merchant,  or 
any  other  person  or  persons  employed  in  furnishing  materials 
for,  or  in  erecting  and  constructing  such  house  or  other 
building,  before  any  other  lien  which  originated  subsequent 
to  the  commencement  of  such  house,  or  other  building.    But 
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if  such  dwelling-house  or  other  building,  or  any  portion 
thereof,  shall  have  been  coDBtructed  under  contract,  or  con- 
triicts,  entered  into  by  the  owner  thereof,  or  his  or  her  agent, 
with  any  peraon  or  persons,  no  pei-son  who  may  have  done 
work  for  such  contractor  or  contractors,  or  furniBhed  materi- 
als to  him,  or  on  his  order  or  authority,  shall  have  or  possess 
any  lien  un  said  house  or  other  building,  for  work  done,  or 
niateriuls  so  furnished,  unless  the  person  or  persons  employed 
by  such  contractor  to  do  work  on,  or  furnish  materials  for, 
such  building,  shall,  within  thirty  days  after  being  so  em- 
ployed, give  notice  in  writing  to  the  owner  or  ownera  of 
such  building,  or  to  his  or  to  their  agent,  that  he  or  they  are 
so  employed  to  work  or  to  furnish  materials,  and  that  they 
claim  the  benefit  of  the  lieji  granted  by  this  act." 

Does  a  master-builder,  undertaker,  or  contractor,  who  un- 
dertakes, by  contract  with  the  owner,  to  erect  a  building,  or 
some  part  or  portion  thereof,  on  certain  terms,  come  within 
the  letter  or  spirit  of  this  act,  or  within  any  of  the  classes 
enumerated,  as  •entitled  to  this  special  remedy  ?  Such  rtiAc 
persona  have  an  opportunity,  and  are  cajtable  of  ob-  >■ 
taining  their  own  securities.  They  do  not  labor  as  mechan- 
ics, but  superintend  work  done  by  others.  They  are  not 
tradesmen  in  lumber,  or  other  materials  for  building,  but 
employ  others  to  furnish,  materials.  If  such  contractor 
should  by  accident  be  a  carpenter,  or  an  owner  or  vendor  of 
lumber,  yet  he  deals  not  with  the  owner  in  this  capacity,  but 
as  an  undertaker,  who  has  covenanted  for  his  own  secui-ities. 

The  title  to  this  act  shows  its  policy  and  intention.  It  is 
to  secure,  to  "  mechanics  and  others,  payment  for  labor  done 
and  materials  found  " ;  and  the  persons  enumerated  in  the 
first  section  are,  plainly,  those  mechanics  and  tradesmeo 
whose  personal  labor  or  property  have  been  incorporated 
into  the  building,  and  not  the  agents,  supervisors,  under- 
takers, or  contractors,  who  employed  them.  The  act  con- 
templates two  conditions,  under  which  such  labor  and  mate- 
rials may  have  been  furnished :  First,  on  the  order  of  the 
owner,  who  may  act  without  the  intervention  of  any  mid- 
dleman, and  thus  become  indebted  directly  to  his  mechanics 
and  tradesmen.  Or,  secondly,  when  they  have  been  fur- 
nished on  the  order  of  a  contractor  or  undertaker.  In  such 
cases,  the  mechanic,  or  material-man,  if  he  intends  to  look  to 
the  credit  of  the  building,  and  not  to  that  of  the  contractor 
with  whom  he  deals,  must  give  notice  to  the  owner  of  the 
building,  within  thirty  days,  of  his  intention  to  claim  this 
security.  The  contractor,  though  mentioned  in  the  act,  is 
not  enumerated  among  those  entitled  to  its  benefit.    The 
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aim  and  policy  of  this  act  is  also  obvious.  Experience  has 
shown  that  mechanics  and  tradesmen,  who  furnish  labor  and 
materials  for  the  construction  of  buiidings,  are  often  de- 
frauded by  insolvent  owners  and  dishonest  contractors. 
Many  build  houses  on  speculation,  and  after  the  labor  of 
the  mechanic  aud  the  materials  are  incorporated  into  them, 
the  owner  becomes  insolvent,  and  sells  the  buildings,  or 
encumbers  them  with  liens;  and  thus,  one  portion  of  his 
creditors  are  paid  at  the  expense  of  the  labor  and  property 
of  others.  Or,  the  solvent  owner,  who  builds  by  the  t^ency 
of  a  contractor  or  middleman,  pays  his  price  and  receives  his 
building,  without  .troubling  himself  to  inquire  what  has  been 
the  fate  of  those  whose  labor  or  means  have  constructed  it. 
These  evils  required  a  remedy,  and  such  a  one  as  is  given  by 
this  act.  Its  object  is,  not  to  secure  contractors,  who  can 
take  care  of  themselves,  but  those  who  may  suffer  loss  by 
confiding  in  them.  It  is  not  the  merit  of  the  contractor, 
that  gave  rise  to  the  system,  but  the  protection  of  those  who 
might  be  wronged  by  him,  if  the  owner  were  not  com^'ielled 
thus  to  take  care  of  their  interests  before  he  pays  away  the 
•44fil  P"''®  "stipulated.  But  the  contractor  is  neither  within 
J   the  letter  nor  the  spirit  of  the  act. 

A  question  has  been  made  in  the  argument,  whether  the 
act  of  Maryland,  of  19th  of  December,  1791,  fonnerly  in 
force  in  this  district,  is  supplied  or  repealed,  by  the  act  cf 
Congress  now  under  consideration.  But  as  the  proceedings 
in  this  case  are  not  within  or  under  the  act  of  Maryland,  the 
question  is  not  before  us  for  decision.  The  plaintiff  claims 
his  right  to  support  this  proceeding,  under  the  act  of  Congress 
alone,  and  if  that  fails  him,  his  only  resource  is  to  his  action 
on  bis  contract.  That  he  has  mistaken  his  remedy,  the  court 
entertain  no  doubt. 

If  precedent  were  needed  to  justify  this  construction  of 
tlie  act  of  Congress,  it  may  be  found  in  the  reports  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  where  similar  legislation  has 
always  received  the  same  construction.  See  Jones  v.  Shawhan, 
4  Watts  &.  S.  (Pa.),  257 ;  Hoatz  v.  Patterson,  5  Id.,  537,  &c. 

4,  It  is  unnecessary  to  notice  particularly  the  exception  to 
the  form  of  the  judgment.  It  is  certainly  not  in  the  fonn  re- 
quired by  the  act ;  and  although  the  act  may  be  construed  to 
prescribe  the  effect  rather  than  the  form  of  the  judgment, 
there  is  no  reason  why  the  form  should  differ  from  the  effect ; 
or  that,  in  words,  it  should  give  the  plaintiff  any  thing  more 
than  the  law  gives  him,  viz.  execution  of  the  property  de- 
scribed in  the  scire  facia». 
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The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is,  therefore,  revei-aed, 
and  venire  de  novo  awarded. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Columbia,  holden  in  and  for  the  county  of  Wash- 
ington, and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  consideration  where- 
of, it  is  now  here  ordered  and  adjudged,  by  this  court,  that 
the  judgment  of  the  said  Circuit  Court  in  this  cause  be,  and 
the  same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with  costs,  and  that  this  cause 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded  to  the  said  Circuit 
Court,  with  directions  to  award  a  venire  facias  de  novo. 


The  Salmon  Falls  Manufacturing  Compakx,  Plaintiff 
IN  BBROR,  V.  William  W.  Goddabd. 

llie  BUtute  of  frauds  in  MtueachuietiB  it  aubitantiHll;  Ihe  »me  ■■  that  of 
29  Car.  2,  and  doclarei  that  no  L'unlract  for  the  rale  of  gooda,  &c,,  shall  he 
*alid,  &c,,  *"  unless  some  notv  or  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  bar-  r„,i-] 
gain,  be  made,  and  signed  hy  the  parly  to  be  charged  thereby,  or  by  '- 
some  person  thvreuntu  by  him  lawfully  aulhorized." 

ITie  following  nifmoraiiduul,  vii. ;  ■'  Sui>t.  Ifi,  W.  W.  Goddard,  12  mos.  300 
bales  S.  F.  drills,  7} ;  1»0  cases  blue  do.  S^.  Crtdit  to  L-ommen'e  wlien  ship 
sails ;  not  after  December  1st,  delivered  free  of  charge  for  truckage.  Tlic 
blues,  U  color  ealisfai'toiy  to  purchasers.  K.  H.  M.  W.  W.  G."  —  is  suf- 
ficient to  take  the  I'Sse  out  of  the  statule.' 

If  Ihe  terms  are  technical  or  equivocal  on  llie  face  of  the  instrument,  or 
muule  BO  by  reference  to  extraneous  circumstances,  parol  evidence  of  the 
usage  and  practice  in  the  trade,  is  admissible  to  explain  the  meaning.' 

>  The  form  of  the  memorandum  of  casli.     Plates  to  be  10  to  15  inches 

tlie  bargain  is   not   material ;   but  it  wide  and  9  ft  to  11  long.    This  offer 

must  state  the  contract  with  reason-  good    till    2    o'clock  -Sept.   11,  1802. 

able  certainty,  ■□  that  the  substance  J  H  F.  J  B  K."    Held,  sufficient  within 

of  it  can  be  understood  from  the  writ-  the  statute  of  frauds  to  charge  J  II  F. 

ing  itself,  without  having  recourse  to  after  it  was  orally  assented  to  by  S  It 

parol  proof.    Bailftv.  07(/rn,  3  Johns.  &  Co.,  or  if  J  II  F  signed  in  behalf  of 

(N.  y.l,  386;  Abtel  v.  B'lddiJT,  13  Id.,  a  firm,  to  charge  such  firm. 

^T;   Dodge  v.  Leau,  Id.,  6UH;  Park-  Fur  a  review  of  the  English  cases 

Aurrt  V.  Vm  Coiilanili,  1  Joliiw.  (S.  Y.l  construing  the  statute  of  frauds,  see 

Ch..  274.     In  flWrf  v.  A'ni«w%,  25  Wvu/IUman  v.  CfUJmll.  i  Wheat.,  m, 

Kan,,  701,  a  paper  somewhat  siniilar  noie  (a). 

ill  cliaractcr  to  the  one  rvciled  in  tlie  '  Kridence  of  custom  or  usage  is 
syllabus,  was  held  insufficient.  In  properly  received  to  ascertain  and  vx- 
.SnnAnm  v.  Fla-jirr,  0  Allen  (Mass.),  plain  llie  meaning  and  intention  of  the 
474.  the  memorandum  was  ;  "  will  de-  parties  to  a  contract,  whether  wrillen 
liver  S  R  &  Co.  best  refined  iron  50  or  parol,  the  meaning  of  which  can- 
torn  within  90  days,  at  6  ct  p  lb  4  off  not  be  Mcertained  witliout  the  aid  of 
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It  waa  competent  alio  tn  refer  to  the  bill  of  parc«U  delirered  for  the  purpose 
of  explanation.  It  wu  made  out  and  delivered  by  the  seller,  in  the  coone 
of  the  fulfilment  of  the  contract,  acquiesced  in  bjr  the  buyer,  and  the 
goods  ordered  lo  be  delivered  after  it  was  received.* 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  Uuited  States  for  the  District  of  Massachu- 
setts. 

The  facts  are  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  aud  also 
the  rulings  of  the  Circuit  Court.  The  bill  of  exceptions  ex- 
tended over  thirty  pages  of  the  printed  record. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Ooodrichy  for  the  plaiotiff  in  error, 
and  by  Mr.  Johneon  and  Mr.  Davit,  with  whom  was  Mr. 
Choate,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

The  points  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
were  the  following : 

I.  The  evidence  before  the  jury  was  competent  and  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  them  to  Jiud  that  the  bill  of  parcels  had 
been  adopted,  recognized,  and  acted  upon  by  the  defendant, 
as  the  contract  between  himself  and  the  plaintifFs. 

II.  The  bill  of  parcels  constitutes  a  contract  known  as  a 
bargain  and  sale,  by  force  of  which  the  title  to  the  property 
passed,  without  delivery,  without  payment  of  the  price.  It 
purports  on  its  face  a  sale  tn  pre»entt. 

III.  The  paper  signed  by  the  defendant,  dated  19th  Sep- 
tember, (Record,  p.  11,)  is  a  suilicient  compliance  with  the 
statute  of  frauds,  and  the  first  positioti  taken,  and  the  first 
instruction  asked  in  the  court  below,  should  have  been  sus- 
tained. 

Addison  on  Contracts,  80.  "It  is  not  necessary  that  all 
the  particulars  of  the  contract  should  appear  upon  the  face  of 
the  written  memorandum.  Any  note,  acknowledging  the 
fact  of  the  sale,  mentioning  the  name  of  the  vendor  and  the 

such   extrinile   evidence.      Such   evi-  16  Wall.,  573;   Williams  v.  Bobimon, 

di'Dce  ii  admitted  on  the  theoiy  that  73  Me.,  180;   a.  c,  40  Am.   Rep.,  3^32. 
the  parties  knew  of  the  existence  of        Where,  in  a  memorandum  of  sale, 

the  custom  or  OMge,  and  contracted  it  was  stated  that  the  sale  was  made 

in  reference  to  it.     [Baniard  v.  Ktl-  on   the   "usual   terms" — Hdd,  tluit 

loTI,  10  Wall.,  363 ;  1  Smith  Lead,  Cas.  oral  evidence  was  competent  to  show 

(ilhed.),  p.  .186.]     Sobintm  v.  l/niled  what  the  "usual  termB"were.    Laa- 

Hiatt;   13   Wall,,  363.     b,  P.    Oldrr-  rence  v.  Gnllaghtr.  73  N.  Y.,  616. 
thaa>  V.  Knoa-Ut.A  Bradw.  (III.).  (13.        ^  I>oubted.     Graflon  v.  Cttnnii'ii^s, 

But  where   the  terms  used  In  (i  con-  BOtto,  111,    Cited.    Brtkti<ith  v.  2W- 

tract  are  neither  technical  or  amliiKU-  W,  5  Otto.  292 ;  JeaHiu  v.  HarTtBim, 

ana,  parol  evidence  of  custom  is  inad-  66  Ala.,  300;   WiUt  v,  Jbw,  77  Ind., 

miasible,     Partridgt  v.  tnturanee  Ch.,  13. 
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thing  Buld,  and  signed  by  the  purchaser  or  his  agent,  will  take 
the  case  out  of  the  statute." 

Penniman  v.  Hartshorn,  13  Mass.,  87 ;  Egerton  v.  Matthewt, 
6  East,  307,  as  to  the  deBcription  of  the  goods  being  suffi- 
ciently certain. 

Even  if  it  should  be  considered  essential  that  the  particular 
•bales  and  cases  should  be  selected,  this  was  done,  and  r^tAa 
thereupon  the  writing  attiiclied.  See  Record,  p.  13,  ^ 
letters.  The  firet  letter  set  apart  No.  8180  to  8679.  The  100 
cases  blue  drills  were  set  apart  at  the  counting  room  of  Mason 
&  Lawrence,  on  11th  October. 

The  second  letter  called  f.,r  No.  8480  to  8679—200  bales, 
thus  leaving  set  ajiart,  300  bales  from  No.  8180  to  8479. 

In  conBideriiig  this  position  and  instruction,  the  plaiatifTs 
relied  upon  their  usage,  to  require  notes  upon  all  sales  made 
upon  credit,  which  was  known  to  Goddard. 

This  usage  was  comjietent,  as  constituting  a  part  of  the 
contract,  as  one  of  the  incidents  of  the  credit  which  was 
given. 

Rutton  V.  Warren,  1  Mees.  &  W.,  466  ;  Orant  v.  Sfaddox, 
15  Id.,  787;  Suers  v.  Jonas,  2  Wels.  Hurls.  &  G.,  111.  In 
an  action  for  the  pnce  of  tobacco  sold,  evidence  is  admissible 
to  show  that  by  the  established  usage  of  the  tobacco  trade, 
all  sales  are  by  sample,  although  not  so  expressed  in  the 
bought  and  sold  notes.  Tibhets  v,  Sumner,  19  Pick.  (Mass.), 
166. 

The  contract  is  certain  as  tn  the  parties,  as  to  the  number 
of  bales,  the  price  iier  yard,  so  that  the  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase may  be  comjmted. 

It  is  well  established  that  a  signature,  by  initials,  is  good  ; 
but  the  fact,  whose  initials  they  are,  must  be  settled  by  the 
jury,  upon  proof.  So,  also,  it  is  submitted,  that  it  is  the  prov- 
ince of  the  jury  to  determine  the  character  in  which  the 
parties  signed.  It  was  for  them  to  say  whether  Goddard,  by 
signing  his  initials  and  writing  underneath  the  provision  as 
to  credit,  and  that  the  contract  as  to  the  blues  might  be 
abandoned,  if  color  not  satisfactory  to  the  purchaser,  is  or  is 
not  sufficient,  and  was  designed  by  the  defendant  to  desig- 
nate himself  as  the  purchaser.  That  he  did  so  design,  is 
apparent,  also,  from  the  fact  that  his  name  is  written  at  the 
top  of  the  paper,  prior  to  that  of  any  other  person. 

In  determining  this  question,  it  is  competent  for  the  jury 
to  look  at  the  situation  of  the  parties  and  of  the  property,  in 
aid  and  in  explanation  of  the  paper,  for  the  purpose  of 
attaching  or  locating  the  paper. 

Whether  a  party  signed  as  a  witness,  or  as  a  party,  is  often 
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determined  from  the  location  of  hia  signature  upon  the 
paper. 

Higgine  v.  /Senior,  8  Mees,  &  W,,  844.  It  may  be  shovu 
that  a  party,  whose  name  does  nut  appear  upon  the  paper,  is 
bound  as  a  contracting  party,  where  an  agent  signs  his  own 
name  instead  of  thiit  of  the  princiijal. 

Why  not  show,  ujjon  the  same  imuciple,  or  infer  from  the 
paper,  the  character  and  purpose  in  and  fur  which  a  party 
signs  ? 

The  provision  in  this  paper,  that  the  goods  are  to  be  de- 
•4491  ''^^^^*1  "free  of  truckage,  does  not  prevent  the  passing 
J  of  the  property,  without  and  before  delivery — and 
without  payment. 

Phillimore  v.  Barry,  1  Campb.,  518.  "It  goods  are  sold  to 
be  paid  for  in  thirty  days,  and  if  nut  carried  away  at  the  end 
of  that  time,  warehouse  rent  to  be  paid — the  property  of  the 
goods  vests  absolutely  in  the  purchaser,  and  tbey  remain  at 
his  risk  from  the  moment  of  the  sale." 

King  y.  Meredith,  2  Campb.,  639.  ■'  The  fact  that  the  car- 
rier is  to  be  paid  by  the  vendor,  will  not  defeat  the  vesting  of 
the  property." 

Waekerbath  v.  Motion,  3  Campb.,  270.  "  Where,  in  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  sugar,  there  is  the  following  term, '  free 
on  board  a  foreign  ship,'  the  seller  is  not  bound  to  deliver  it 
into  the  hands  of  the  purchaser,  but  only  to  put  it  on  boai'd 
a  foreign  ship,  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  purchaser  to 
name." 

IV.  The  following  instructions,  asked  for  by  the  plaintiff 
below,  and  refused,  ought  to  have  been  given  by  tlie  court  to 
the  jury. 

Instruction  third,  asked  by  the  plaintiffs.  Tliat  if  the  jury 
are  satisfied  that  Mason  &  Lawrence  were  the  general  agents 
and  factors  of  the  plaintiffs ;  that  the  memorandum  of  Sep- 
tember 19,  1850,  was  executed  by  the  parties  whose  initials 
are  affixed,  and  waa  delivered  by  defendant  to  them ;  and 
that  the  invoice  or  bill  of  parcels,  dated  30th  of  September, 
1850,  was  delivered  by  Mason  &  Lawrence  to  defendant,  in 
furtherance  of  said  contract,  as  containing  a  particular  speci- 
fication and  enumeration  of  the  bales  and  cases  mentioned  in 
the  memorandum,  or  contract  of  September  19th,  and  was 
received  and  retained  by  him  as  a  true  invoice,  or  bill  of  par- 
cels, they  are  to  be  tjikeii  as  parts  of  one  contract,  and 
together  constitute  a  memorandum  or  contract  in  writing, 
binding  upon  both  parties,  and  not  void  within  the  statute  of 
frauds. 

Eighth  instruction  asked.  If  the  jury  are  satisfied  that  the 
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two  papers  exhibited  by  the  plaintifTs,  severally  dated  Sep- 
tember 19,  and  September  30,  1850,  relate  to  the  same  trans- 
actions and  things,  and  manifestly  relate  to  the  same  contract 
and  transaction,  they  are  to  be  constiued  together,  and  so 
taken,  constitute  a  sufficient  written  note  or  memorandum  of 
the  contract,  within  the  statute  of  frauds. 

Whether  the  two  papers,  the  one  dated  the  19th,  the  other 
the  30th  of  September,  constituted  the. contract  of  the  parties 
as  finally  settled,  is  a  question  of  fact,  exclusively  lor  the 
determination  of  the  jury — the  construction  of  the  papers  is 
partly  a  matter  of  fact,  and  partly  matter  of  law. 

Addison   on   Contracts,  80,   81.     "  The  contract   may  be 
authenticated  and  established  through  the  medium  of  letters 
and  "separate  writings,  provided  they  refer  to  each  rmAcn 
other,  and  to  the  same  person  and  things,  and  manl-  ^ 
festly  relate  to  the  same  contract  and  trausactioD." 

Jackson  v.  Lowe,  1  Bing.,  9.  This  case  recognizes  the  posi- 
tion that  two  papers  may  be  regarded  from  the  same  context 
and  subject-matter  of  the  papers,  as  referring  to  the  same 
contract.  It  also  recognizes  the  cases  cited  as  to  bills  of 
parcels.     See  also  Smiths  Mer.  Law,  407. 

Dobell  V.  Mutr.himon,  5  Nev.  &  M.,  251.  "And  where, 
upon  such  contract,  (a  paper  signed  only  by  the  purchaser,} 
it  does  not  appear  upon  the  fece  of  it,  or  by  reference,  of 
whom  the  property  is  purchased,  letters,  written  hy  persons 
in  the  character  of  vendors,  may  be  connected  with  the  con- 
tract, for  the  purpose  of  supplying  this  defect." 

V-  The  evidence  before  tlie  jury  was  competent  and  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  the  jury  to  find  a  delivery  and  acceptance, 
to  and  by  the  defendant. 

VI.  Trie  defendant  is  estopped  to  set  up  the  statute,  or  to 
say  that  no  delivery  and  acceptance  has  been  made. 

The  points  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error, 
were  the  following. 

I.  The  memorandum  in  this  case  is  insufBcient  to  satisfy 
the  requirements  of  the  statute  of  frauds. 

"  No  contract  for  the  sale  of  any  goods,  wares,  or  merchan- 
dise, for  the  price  of  fifty  dollars  or  more,  shall  be  good  and 
valid,  unless  the  purchaser  shall  accept  and  receive  part  of 
the  goods  so  sold,  or  shall  give  something  in  eurnest  to  bind 
the  Bargain,  or  in  part  payment,  or  unless  some  note  or  mem- 
orandum in  writing  of  the  bargain  be  made  and  signed  by  the 
party  to  he  charged  thereby,  or  by  some  person  thereunto 
by  him  fully  authorized."  Rev.  Stat,  of  Mass.,  ch.  74,  §  8, 
p.  473. 
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1.  The  memorandum  of  September  19,  is  insutEcient,  siace 
it  cannot  be  understood  without  reference  to  parol  evidence. 

a.  It  does  not  clearly  Bet  out  or  evidence  that  a  sale  has 
been  made,  or  whether  a  contract  for  a  future  sale  has  been 
made,  or  only  proposals  offered,  leading  to  a  sale  not  ;et 
forced  on. 

b.  It  does  not  ascertain  who  is  vendor  and  who  is  vendee. 
Addison  on  Contracts,'  80 ;  Bailey  v.  Ogden,  8  Johns.  (N.  Y,), 
399 ;  Smith's  Mer.  Law,  451. 

c.  The  price  is  uncertain.  Addison,  80;  Smith's  Mer. 
Law,  451,  and  the  cases  in  his  note ;  5  Bam.  &  C,  583  ;  2  Id., 
627  ;  1  Boa.  &  P.,  252 ;  Laythrop  v.  Bryant,  2  Bing.,  N.  C. ; 
10  Bine.,  217,  227,  383,  482. 

d.  The  time  of  commencement  of  credit  is  uncertain ;  what 
ship,  and  what  December,  are  uncertain. 

e.  The  name  of  the  plaintiff  is  not  on  the  contract;  nor  the 
•4i»1 1  *"*™^  "O"^  initials  of  any  person  then  his  agent.    R. 

J  M.  M.  are  not  the  initials  of  any  person  then  an  ^ent 
of  the  plaintiff.  Mason  and  Lawrence  were  the  agents,  and, 
to  avail  the  plaintiff,  he  must  produce  a  written  contract, 
containing  his  name  or  their  names.  Higgins  v.  Senior,  8 
Mees.  &  W.,  844;  Shaw  et  al.  v.  Fhinney,  13  Mete.  (Mass.), 
456. 

To  the  various  insufficiencies  aforesud,  and  to  the  general 
principles  on  which  the  statute  of  frauds  is  construed ;  Ide 
T.  Stanton,  15  Vt.,  685 ;  Adams  v.  McMillan,  7  Port.  (Ala.), 
73 ;  Champion  v.  Plummer,  4  Bos.  &  P.,  252 ;  Elmore  v. 
Kingteote,  5  Barn.  &  C,  583 ;  Hoadley  v.  McLaine,  10  Bing., 
482 ;  Acebal  v.  Levy,  10  Bing.,  170 ;  Cooper  v.  Smith,  11  East, 
103;  Kain  v.  Old, '2.  Barn.  &  C,  205;  Parkhwtt  v.  Van 
Cortlandt,  1  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  Ch.,  280 ;  Abeel  v.  Ratcliffe,  18 
Johns.  (N.  Y.),  297 ;  Q-osa  v.  Nugent,  5  Barn.  &  Ad.,  58 ; 
Stowell  V.  Robtnion,  3  Bing.,  n.  s.,  928  ;  Harvey  v.  Orabham^ 
5  Ad.  &  EU.,  61 ;  Ford  v.  Yaten,  2  Man.  &  G.,  549  ;  2  Kent, 
Com.,  511,  6th  ed.;  Story  on  Sales,  §  269,  p.  212;  1  N.  H., 
157 ;  8  Greenl.  (Me.),  340 ;  4  Scott.  N.  R.,  604 ;  23  Wend. 
(N.  Y.),  270,  275;  5  Phil.  Ev.  (Cowen's  last  ed.),  84;  16 
Wend.  (N.  Y.),  28,  82. 

2.  The  bill  made  out  by  Rien,  dated  September  SO,  cannot 
be  connected  with  the  memorandam  of  September  19,  to  form 
a  note  within  the  statute. 

a.  Neither  contains  any  reference  to  the  other. 

4.  The  only  one  signed  by  defendant  and  on  which  only  be 
can  be  charged,  (that  of  September  19,)  does  not  anticipate, 
provide  for,  or  in  any  manner  adopt,  the  paper  of  September 
SO,  written  long  afterwards ;  and  it  cannot  be  deemed  to  be 
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amended,  completed,  or  altered  by  such  subsequent  unantici- 
pated paper. 

Addison  on  Cont.,  80,  81,  and  cases  there  cited ;  5  Phil.  Ev, 
(Cowan's  last  ed.),  84 ;  Boydell  v.  Drummondt  11  East,  142 ; 
1  Stark,  on  Ev.,  603 ;  1  Greenl.  on  Ev.,  §  268;  Chitty  on 
Cont.,  SI&-16;  Sandiland  v.  Marsh,  2  Barn.  &  A.,  680; 
Coleg  V.  Trecotkiek,  9  Ves.,  250 ;  Tawney  v.  Crotother,  2  Bro. 
Ch.  Caa.,  320,  n.  a ;  Story  on  Sales,  §  272,  p.  216. 

3.  The  bill  of  sale  of  September  30th  is  iii  itself  insufficient 
as  a  nieinorandum,  as  not  signed  by  the  defendant,  or  by  any 
one  authorized  by  him  to  sign  it  for  him. 

A.  Neither  Mason  nor  Rieu  had  any  express  authority  from 
the  defendant  to  sign  for  him,  and  their  position  gave  them 
no  implied  authority  to  do  so. 

ComniissioD  merchants  stand  upon  a  different  footing  from 
brokers  and  auctioneers;  being  agents  for  one  party  only, 
they  can  only  bind  their  principals.  13  Mete.  (Mass.),  456  ; 
Sewall  v.  Fitch,  8  Cow.  (N.  Y.),  215 ;  Dixon  v.  Bromfield,  2 
Chit.,  205;  'Wright  v.  Bunnell,  2  Campb.,  203;  Fair-  .^..^ 
brother  v.  Simmons,  5  Barn.  &  A.,  333;  1  R.  &  M.,  ^  *^^ 
325,  Raynard  v.  Linthorn ;  Smith's  Mere.  Law,  465,  and 
cases  cited;  1  Bl.,  599;  1  Esp.,  105;  7  E.,  569. 

B.  There  was  no  subsequent  ratification  by  the  defendant 
of  the  act  of  Rien. 

a.  The  language  of  the  defendant  is  perfectly  consistent 
with  the  idea  that  he  had  a  right  to  insist  upon  having  the 
goods,  as  the  hill  sufficiently  bound  the  plaintiff,  and  is  there- 
lore  no  necessary  ratification. 

h.  The  silence  of  defendant  was  no  ratification.  Rien  was 
an  officious  intermeddler  in  the  business,  (if  he  had  assumed 
to  act  as  agent  for  defendant,)  so  far  as  defendant  is  con- 
cerned ;  and  it  is  holden  by  some,  though  denied  by  others, 
that  in  such  case,  even  after  notice  from  such  person  of  his 
act,  silence  is  no  ratification.  1  Livermore,  Agency,  50; 
Story  on  Agency,  251 ;  and  note. 

But  defendant  had  no  notice  from  Rien  that  he  had  assumed 
to  act  for  him,  and  so  silence  would  not  amount  to  ratifica- 
tion, even  under  the  worst  view  of  the  law  for  the  defendant. 
McLean  v.  Bunn,  1  M.  &  P.,  761 ;  and  all  cases  hold  that,  to 
a  ratification  of  an  unauthorized  agency,  knowledge  that 
there  has  been  an  assumption  of  agency  for  the  very  party 
ratifying  is  indispensable. 

c.  There  was  no  express  ratification  of  Rien's  act  by  de> 
fendant. 

The  view  which  the  court  took  at  the  n>*i  hearing  of  the 
case  of  Battert  v.  Sellers,  5  Har.  &  J.  (Md.),  117,  seems  im- 
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pregnable.  See,  too,  5  Phil.  Ev.  (Coweii'a  last  ed-)i  358, 
Hawkins  v.  Vhace,  19  Pick.  (Mass.),  502 ;  Q-raham  r.  Mu»- 
son,  5  Bing.  N.  C,  608. 

3.  Even  if  tbe  memorandum  of  the  bargain  of  September 
19  was  sufficient  within  the  statute,  yet  unless  there  waa  a 
subsequent  delivery  tu,  and  acceptance  of,  goods  by  tbe  de- 
fendant, the  property,  under  the  special  circumstances,  did 
not  pass,  and  remained  the  plaintifTs  at  the  time  of  the  fire. 

a.  The  memorandum  leaves  it  doubtful,  whether  a  sale  in 
pregenti,  or  a  contract,  or  proposals  towaids  a  contract,  for  a 
future  sale,  were  intended.  The  jirobable,  if  not  necessary 
inference,  from  the  face  of  tbe  paper,  is,  that  no  present  sale 
is  made. 

1.  No  specific  goods  are  designated. 

2.  An  election  to  reject  or  deny  any  contract  as  to  part,  at 
the  mere  pleasure  of  the  purchaser,  is  reserved. 

8.  Credit  ia  not  to  commence  until  a  future  uncertain  event. 

4.  Delivery  is  thereafter  to  be  made. 

a.  The  goods  in  fact  were  not  at  the  time  selected,  or  set 
•4'iSI  **P^'''' '  ^""^  "f  course  no  property  therein  could  or  did 
-'  pass;  this  aids  also  the  inference  from  the  &ce  of  the 
paper,  that  no  present  sale  was  intended. 

c.  When  plaintiff  subsequently  selected  them,  the  property 
would  not  pass,  certainly  under  such  a  contract,  until  defend- 
ant accepted  them,  and  thus  adopted  the  particular  designa- 
tion; and  this  he  never  did.  In  Rhode  v.  Tkwaitex,  (6  Barn. 
&  C,  388,)  there  was  such  actual  acceptance  by  the  buyer. 

e.  The  plaintiff  was  permitted  to  prove  that  he  had  a  right 
to  a  note  before  delivery ;  and  he  would  have  a  lien  for  this  ; 
which  affords  some  ground  of  additional  argument  to  show 
that  the  property  did  not  pass. 

II.  There  was  no  delivery  by  the  plaintiff,  nor  acceptance 
by  the  defendant,  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  statute  requiring  a  demand. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts. 

The  suit  was  brought  by  the  plaintifls  in  the  court  below, 
to  recover  the  price  of  three  hundred  bales  of  brown,  and  of 
one  hundred  cases  of  blue  drills,  which  they  had  previously 
snld  to  the  defendant. 

The  contract  fnr  the  purchase  was  made  with  the  house  of 

Mason  &  Lawrence,  agents  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  Boston,  on  the 

19th  September,  1850,  and  a  memorandum  of  the  same  signed 

by  the  parties.    A  bill  of  parcels  was  made  out  under  date 
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of  80th  September,  stating  the  jiuichase  of  the  gt>ods  by  the 
defendant,  carrying  out  jirices,  and  footing  up  the  amount 
at  118,565.03;  also  the  terms  of  payment — note  at  twelve 
months,  payable  to  the  treasui'er  of  the  plaintiffs.  Tliia  wiis 
forwarded  to  the  defendant  on  the  11th  October,  and  in  pur- 
suance of  an  order  from  him,  the  three  hundred  bales  were 
sect  from  their  establishment  at  Salmon  Falls  by  the  railroad, 
and  arrived  at  the  depot  in  Boston  on  the  30th  October,  of 
which  notice  was  given  to  the  defendant  on  the  same  day, 
and  a  delivery  tendered.  He  requested  that  the  goods  should 
not  be  sent  to  his  warehouse,  or  place  of  delivery,  for  the 
reason,  as  subsequently  stated  by  his  clerk,  there  was  no  room 
for  storage.  The  ^ents  of  the  plaintifiii  the  next  day  re- 
newed the  tender  of  delivery  by  letter,  adding  that  tlie  goods 
remained  at  the  depot  at  his  risk,  and  subject  to  storage,  to 
which  no  answer  was  returned.  On  the  night  of  the  4th  No- 
vember, the  lailroad  depot  wag  consumed  by  fire,  and  with  it 
the  three  hundred  bales  of  the  goods  in  question.  The  price 
was  to-  be  paid  by  a  note  at  twelve  months,  which  the  de- 
fendant refused  to  give,  upon  which  refusal  this  action  was 
brought. 

•The  court  below,  at  the  trial,  held  that  the  written  r«4C4 
memorandum  made  at  the  time  of  enteriiig  into  the  '- 
contract  between  the  agents  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant, was  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  tlie  statute  of 
frauds,  and  as  there  was  no  acceptance  of  the  goods,  the  plain  ■ 
tiffs  could  not  recover. 

As  we  differ  with  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause,  as 
to  the  sufficiency  of  the  written  memorandum,  the  question 
upon  the  statute  is  the  only  one  tliat  it  will  be  material  to 
notice.     The  memorandum  is  as  follows : 

"Sept.  19,— W.  W.  Goddard,  12  mo8. 

300  bales  S.  F.  drills,        .        .     Tj 
100  cases  blue    do.  .        .     8| 

"  Credit  to  commence  when  ship  sails : 

not  after  Dec.  1st — delivered  free  of 
charge  for  truckage. 
*'  The  blues,  if  color  satisfactory  to  pur- 
chasers. B.  M.  H. 
w.  w.  G." 
The  statute  of  Massachusetts  on  this  subject  is  substantially 
the  same  as  that  of  29  Car.  II.,  ch.  3,  §  17,  and  declares  that 
DO  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,  &c.,  shall  be  valid,  &c.,  "uu- 
leas  some  note  or  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  bargain  be 
made,  and  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  thereby,  or  by 
some  person  thereunto  by  him  lawfully  authorized." 
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The  mild  "bargiiiii,"  in  the  statute,  means  the  terms  upon 
which  the  respective  parties  cuntract ;  aud  in  the  sale  of  goods, 
the  terms  of  the  bargain  must  be  specified  in  the  note  or 
memorandum,  and  stated  with  reasonable  certainty,  so  that 
they  can  be  understood  from  the  writing  itself,  without  hav- 
ing reconrse  to  parol  proof ;  for,  unless  tne  essential  terms  of 
the  sale  can  be  ascertained  from  the  writing  itself,  or  by  a 
reference  contained  in  it  to  something  else,  the  memorandum 
is  not  a  compliance  with  the  statute. 

This  brief  note  of  the  contract,  however,  like  all  other  mer- 
cantile contracts,  is  subject  to  explanation  by  reference  to  the 
usage  and  custom  of  the  trade,  with  a  view  to  get  at  the  true 
meaning  of  the  parties,  as  each  is  presumed  to  have  con- 
tracted in  rei'creiice  to  them.  And  although  specific  and  ex- 
press provisions  will  control  the  usage,  and  exclude  any  such 
explanation,  yet,  if  the  terms  are  technical,  or  equivocal  on 
the  face  of  the  instrument,  or  made  so  by  reference  to  ex- 
traneous circumstances,  parol  evidence  nf  the  usage  and  prac- 
tice in  the  trade  is  admissible  to  explain  the  meaning.  2 
Kent,  C,  566,  and  n.  3  ;  Id.,  260,  and  n.;  Long  on  Sales,  197, 
ed.  1839 ;  1  Gale  &  D.,  52. 

Extraneous  evidence  is  also  admissible  to  show  that  a  per- 
son whose  name  is  affixed  to  the  contract,  acted  only  as  an 
agent,  thereby  enabling  the  principal  either  to  sue  or  be  sued 
'4551  in  his  *own  name ;  and  this,  though  it  purported  on 
J  its  face  to  have  been  made  by  the  agent  himself,  and 
the  principal  not  named.  Higijins  v.  Senior,  8  Mees.  &  W., 
834 ;  Trueman  v.  Loder,  11  Ad.  &  Ell.,  589.  Lord  Denman 
observed,  in  the  latter  case,  "  that  parol  evidence  is  always 
necessary  to  show  that  the  party  sued  is  the  party  making 
the  contract,  aud  bound  by  it ;  whether  he  does  so  in  his  own 
name,  or  in  that  of  another,  or  in  a  feigned  name,  and  whether 
the  contract  be  signed  by  his  own  hand  (or  that  of  an  agent) 
are  inquiries  not  different  in  their  nature  from  the  question, 
Who  is  the  person  who  has  just  ordered  goods  in  a  shop  ?  If 
he  is  sued  for  the  price,  and  his  identity  made  out,  the  con- 
tract is  not  varied  by  appearing  to  have  been  made  by  him  in 
a  name  not  his  own. 

So  the  signature  of  one  of  the  parties  is  a  sufficient  signing 
to  charge  the  firm.  Soamet  v.  Spencer,  1  Dav.  &  R.,  32 ; 
Long  on  Sales,  58. 

It  has  also  been  held,  in  the  case  of  a  sold  note  which  ex- 
pressed "eighteen  pockets  of  hops,  at  100*.,"  that  parol  evi- 
dence was  admissible  to  show  that  the  100«.  meant  the  price 
per  cwt.     Spicer  v.  Cooper,  1  Gale  &  D.,  52 ;  5  Jur.,  1036. 

The  memorandum  in  that  case  was  as  follows :  "  Sold  to 
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Wiiite  Spicer,  of  S.  Walden,  18  pos.  Kent  hops,  as  undei' 
July  23,  1840;  10  poa.  Barlow  East  Kent,  1889;  8  poa. 
Springall   Goodhuret   Kent,   1839,  lOOg.      Delivered,  John 

COOPEK." 

Evidence  was  admitted  on  the  trial  to  prove  that  the  lOOi. 
was  undei-stood  in  the  trade  to  refer  to  the  price  per  cwt.,  and 
the  ruling  approved  by  the  King's  Bench.  Lord  Denman 
put  a  case  to  the  counsel  in  the  argument  to  illustrate  his 
view,  that  bears  upon  the  case  before  us.  Sujipose,  he  said, 
the  contract  had  been  for  ten  butts  of  beer,  at  one  shilling, 
the  ordinary  price  of  a  gallon — and  intimated  that  the  mean- 
ing could  hardly  be  mistaken. 

Now,  within  the  principles  above  stated,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  memorandum  in  question  was  a  sufHcient  compliance 
with  the  statute.  It  was  com[)etent  to  show,  Iw  j>arol  proof, 
that  Mason  signed  for  the  firm  of  Mason  &  Lawrence,  and 
that  the  house  was  acting  as  ^ents  fur  the  plaintiff,  a  com- 
pany eng^ed  in  manufacturing  the  goods  which  were  the 
subject  of  the  sale ;  and  also  to  show,  that  the  figurea  7|  and 
8|,  set  opposite  the  three  hundred  bales  and  one  hundred 
cases  of  goods,  meant  seven  aitd  a  quarter  cents,  and  eight 
and  three  quarter  cents  per  yard. 

The  memorandum,  therefore,  contains  the  names  of  the 
sellers,  and  of  the  buyer — the  commodity  and  the  price — 
also,  the  time  of  credit,  and  conditions  of  the  delivery ;  and, 
in  the  absence  of  any  specified  time  or  place  of  delivery,  the 
law  will  supply  the  *omission,  namely,  a  reasonable  r«4ci> 
time  after  the  goods  are  called  for,  and  usual  place  of  '- 
business  of  the  purchaser,  or  his  customary  place  for  the  de- 
livery of  gootis  of  this  description. 

In  respect  to  the  giving  of  the  note,  which  was  to  run  dur- 
ing the  period  of  the  credit,  it  appears  to  be  the  uniform  cus- 
tom of  the  house  of  Mason  &  Lawrence,  to  take  notes  for 
goods  sold  of  this  description.  The  defendant  was  one  of 
their  customers,  and  knew  this  usage;  and  it  is  a  presump- 
tion of  law,  therefore,  that  the  purchase  was  made  with  refer- 
ence to  it,  there  being  no  stipulation  to  the  contrary  in  the 
contract  of  the  parties. 

We  are  also  of  opinion,  even  admitting  that  there  might  be 
some  obscurity  in  the  terms  of  the  memorandum,  and  intrin- 
sic difficulty  in  a  proper  understanding  of  them,  that  it  would 
be  competent,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  to  refer 
to  the  bill  of  parcels  delivered,  for  the  purpose  of  explana- 
tion. We  do  not  aay  that  it  would  be  a  note  in  writing,  of 
itself  sulBcient  to  bind  the  defendant  within  the  statute; 
though  it  might  be  to  bind  the  plaintiff. 
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It  was  a  bill  of  sale  made  out  by  the  seller,  and  contained 
his  undei'stniidiDg  of  the  terms  and  meaning  of  the  contract ; 
and  having  been  received  by  the  buyer,  and  acquiesced  in, 
(for  the  order  to  have  the  goods  foi'warded  was  given  after  it 
was  received,)  the  natural  inference  would  seem  to  be,  that 
the  interpi'etation  given  was  according  to  the  understanding 
of  both  parties.  It  is  not  necessary  to  say  that  this  would  be 
the  conclusion,  if  the  bill  differed  materially  from  the  written 
contract ;  that  might  present  a  different  question  ;  but  we 
think  it  is  so  connected  with,  and  naturally  resulting  from, 
the  transaction,  that  it  may  be  properly  referred  to  for  the 
purpose  of  explaining  any  ambiguity  or  abbreviations,  so 
common  in  these  brief  notes  or  mercantile  contracts. 

A  printed  bill  of  parcels,  delivered  by  the  seller,  may  be  a 
sufficient  memorandum  within  the  statute  to  bind  him,  espe- 
cially, if  subsequently  recognized  by  a  letter  to  the  buyer. 
2  Bos.  &  P.,  238  D.;  3  Esp.,  180.  And  generally  the  con- 
tract may  be  collected  from  several  distinct  papers  taken  to- 
gether, as  forming  parts  of  an  entire  transaction,  if  they  are 
connected  by  express  reference  from  the  one  to  the  oUiers. 
8  Ad.  &  Ell.,  855;  9  Barn.  &  C,  561 ;  2  Id.,  945;  8  Taunt., 
169;  6  Cow.  (N.  Y.),  445;  2  Mees.  &  W.,660;  Long  on 
Sales,  55,  and  cases. 

In  the  case  before  us,  the  bill  of  parcels  is  not  only  con- 
nected with  the  contract  of  sale,  which  has  been  signed  by 
both  parties,  but  was  made  out  and  delivered  in  the  course 
of  the  fnlfilment  of  it ;  has  been  acquiesced  in  b}'  the  buyer, 
and  the  goods  ordered  to  be  delivered  after  it  was  received. 
It  is  not  a  memorandum  sufficient  to  bind  him,  because  his 
•4S71  '"""^  '^  n"^'  affixed  *to  it  by  his  authority ;  but  if  he 
J  had  subsequently  recognized  it  by  letter  to  the  sellers, 
it  might  have  been  sufficient.  2  Bos.  &  P.,  2S8;  2  Mees.  & 
W.,  653 ;  3  Taunt.,  169. 

But  although  we  admit,  if  it  was  necessary  for  the  plain- 
tiff to  rely  upon  the  bill  as  the  note  or  memorandum  within 
tbe  statute,  they  must  have  failed,  we  think  it  competent, 
within  t)ie  principle  of  the  cases  on  the  subject,  from  its  con- 
nection with,  and  relation  to,  the  contract,  to  refer  to  it  as 
explanatory  of  any  obscurity  or  indefiniteness  of  its  terms, 
for  the  purpose  of  removing  the  ambiguity. 

Take,  for  example,  as  an  instance,  the  objection  that  the 
price  is  uncertain,  the  figures  7^  and  8{,  opposite  the  800 
bales  and  100  cases  of  drills,  given  without  any  mark  to  de* 
note  what  is  intended  by  them. 

The  bill  of  parcels  carries  out  these  figures  as  so  many 
cents  per  yard,  and  the  aggregate  amount  footed  up ;  ana 
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after  it  is  received  by  the  defendant,  and  with  a,  knowledge 
of  this  explanation,  he  orders  the  goods  to  be  forwarded. 

We  cannot  doubt  but  that  the  bill,  under  such  circum- 
stances, affords  competent  evidence  of  the  meaning  to  be 
given  to  this  part  of  the  written  memorandum.  And  so,  in 
respect  to  any  other  iudeliuite  or  abbreviated  item  to  be  found 
in  this  brief  note  of  a  mercantile  contract. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  judgment  of 
the  court  helow,  must  be  reversed,  and  the  proceedings  re- 
mitted, with  directions  to  award  a  venire  de  novo. 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON,  Mr.  Justice  DANIEL,  and  Mr. 
Justice  CURTIS,  dissented. 

DANIEL,  Justice,  dissenting. 

U)>on  the  point  made  in  this  case,  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
I  entirely  concur  in  tlie  exposition  of  the  law  just  announced 
by  the  court.  With  respect,  however,  to  the  proceedings 
ordered  by  this  court  to  be  taken  in  this  case  in  the  Circuit 
Court,  I  am  constrained  to  dissent  fidm  the  decision  of  my 
brethren.  My  opinion  is,  that  under  the  2d  section  of  the  3d 
ai-tiole  of  the  Constitution,  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
could  not  take  cognizance  of  the  controversy  between  these 
parties;  and  that  therefore  the  proper  direction  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  would  have  been  to  dismiss  this  suit  for  want  of 
i'urisdiction.  My  reasons,  for  the  conclusiou  here  expressed, 
laving  been  given  in  detail  in  the  case  of  Rundle  et  al  t. 
The  Delaware  and  Maritan  Canal  Company,  during  the  pres- 
ent term,  it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  them  on  this  occasion. 

•Mr.  Justice  CURTIS.  „.^ 

I  have  the  misfortune  to  differ  from  the  majority  of  *- 
my  brethren,  in  this  cane,  and,  as  the  question  is  one  which 
enters  into  the  daily  business  of  merchants,  and  at  the  same 
time  involves  the  construction  of  a  statute  of  the  Common- 
wealth of  Maasachusetts,  I  think  it  proper  to  state,  briefly, 
thegrounds  on  which  I  rest  my  opinion. 

l^e  first  question  is,  whether  the  writing  of  the  19th  of 
September  is  a  sufHcient  memorandum  within  the  3d  section 
of  the  74th  chapter  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Massachu- 
settB.    The  writing  is  in  these  words  and  figures. 


"Sept.  19.    W.  W.  Goddard,  12  mos. 
800  bales  S.  F.  drills 


100  cases  blue 
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Cr.  to  commence  when  ship  sails;  not  after  Dec'r  Ist;  de- 
livered free  of  cliarge  for  truckage.  B.  H.  M. 
w.  w.  Q 
The  blues,  if  color  is  satisfactory  to  purchaser." 

Does  this  writing  show,  upon  its  face,  and  without  resort- 
iag  to  extraneous  evidence,  that  W,  W.  Goddard  was  the 
purchaser  of  these  goods?  I  tliink  not.  Certainly  it  dues 
not  so  state  in  terms,  iiur  can  1  peiceive  how  the  fact  can  he 
collected  frnin  the  paper,  by  any  certain  intendment.  If  it 
be  assumed  that  a  sale  was  made,  and  that  Goddard  was  a 
party  to  the  transaction,  what  is  there,  on  the  face  of  the 
paper,  to  show  whether  Goddard  sold  or  bought?  Extrane- 
ous evidence  that  he  was  the  seller,  would  be  Just  as  consiat- 
ent  with  this  writing,  as  extraneous  evidence  that  he  was  the 
purchaser.  Suppose  the  fact  had  been,  that  Mason  was  the 
purchaser,  and  that  the  writing  might  be  explained  by  evi- 
dence of  that  fact ;  it  would  then  be  read  that  Goddard  sold 
to  Mason,  on  twelve  months'  credit ;  and  this  evidence  would 
be  consistent  with  every  thing  which  the  paper  contains,  be- 
cause the  paper  is  wholly  silent  as  to  the  fact  whether  he  was 
the  seller  or  the  purchaser.  In  Bailey  et  al.  v.  Ogden,  (3  Johns. 
(N.  Y.),  398,)  an  action  for  not  accepting  sugars,  the  memo- 
randnm  was : 

"  14  December. 

J.  Ogden  &  Co. — Bailey  &  Bogart. 

Debenture  part  pay." 

Mr.  Justice  Kent,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
enumerating  the  objections  to  the  memorandum,  says,  no 
person  can  ascertain,  from  this  memorandum,  which  of  the 
parties  was  seller,  and  which  buyer;  I  think  it  would  be 
*AVi'\  '^i''^^^'^  ^  "show  that  the  memorandum  now  in  ques- 
J  tion  is  any  more  intelligible,  in  reference  to  this  fact. 

Indeed,  I  do  not  understand  it  is  supposed,  that,  in  the 
absence  of  all  extraneous  evidence,  it  could  be  determined  by 
the  court,  as  matter  of  law,  upon  an  inspection  of  the  paper 
alone,  that  Goddard  was  the  purchaser  of  these  goods.  The 
real  inquiry  is,  whether  extraneous  evidence  of  this  fact  is 
admissible. 

Now,  it  is  true,  the  statute  requires  only  some  note,  or 
memorandum,  in  writing,  of  the  bargain ;  but  I  consider  it 
settled,  that  this  writing  must  show  who  ie  the  vendor,  and 
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wlio  is  the  piii'chiisei'.  In  Okampiim\.  Plumer,  (1  Bos.  &  P., 
N.  R.,  252,)  the  memomiiiluin  cuntaiiied  the  name  of  the 
vendor,  a  desciiptiou  of  the  goods,  and  tlieir  price,  and  was 
signed  by  the  vendee  ;  yet,  it  was  held  that  the  vendee  could 
not  maintain  an  action  thereon,  because  it  did  not  appear, 
from  the  writing,  that  he  was  vendee,  though  it  was  clearly 
proved  by  parol. 

In  Skerbum  et  al.  v.  Shaw,  (1  N.  H.,  157,)  the  plaintiffs 
caused  certain  real  estate  to'be  sold  at  auction,  and  the  de- 
fendant, being  tlie  higliest  bidder,  signed  a  memorandum, 
agreeing  to  ttike  the  proi)erty  ;  tliis  memorandum  was  written 
iin  a  paj>er,  headed,  "Articles  of  sale  of  the  estate  of  Jonathan 
Warner,  deceased,"  containing  the  terms  of  the  sale;  and 
this  paper  was  also  signed  by  the  aucti<meer.  Yet  the  court, 
through  Mr.  Justice  Woodbury,  who  delivered  the  opinion, 
held  that,  as  the  paper  failed  to  show  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
the  vendors,  it  was  radically  defective.  Here,  also,  there  was 
no  doubt  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  vendors,  but  extraneous 
evidence  to  supply  this  fact  was  considered  inadmissible. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  fact  that  the  defendant  was  the 
purchaser,  is,  to  say  the  least,  as  necessary  to  be  stated  in  the 
writing  as  any  other  fact,  and  that  to  allow  it  to  be  proved 
by  parol,  is  to  violate  the  intent  of  the  statute,  and  encounter 
the  very  mischiefs  which  it  was  enacted  to  prevent.  Chancel- 
lor Kent,  (2  Com.,  511,)  says,  "  the  contract  must,  however, 
be  stated  with  reasonable  certainty,  so  that  it  can  be  und&r- 
stood  from  the  writing  itself,  without  having  recourse  to 
parol  proof."  And  this  position  rests  upon  a  current  of 
authorities,  both  in  England  and  America,  which  it  is  presumed 
are  not  intended  to  be  disturbed.  But  how  can  the  contract 
be  understood  from  the  writing  itself,  when  that  fails  to  state 
which  party  is  vendor  and  which  purchaser? 

I  am  aware  that  a  latent  ambiguity  in  a  contract  may  be 
removed  by  extraneous  evidence,  according  to  the  rules  of 
the  common  law ;  and  that  such  evidence  is  also  admissible  to 
show  what,  in  point  of  fact,  was  the  subject-matter  called  for 
by  the  terms  of  a  contract  Sradleev.  Steam  P.  Co.,  16  Pet., 
98.  So  'when  an  act  has  been  done  by  a  pei-son,  and  r«jgA 
it  is  doubtful  whether  he  acted  in  a  private  or  official  >- 
capacity,  it  is  allowable  to  prove  by  parol  that  he  was  an 
agent  and  acted  as  such.  But  these  cases  fall  far  sliort  of 
proving  that  when  a  statute  requires  a  contract  to  be  in  writ- 
ing, you  may  prove  by  parol  the  fact  that  the  defendant  was 
purchaser,  the  writing  being  silent  as  to  that  fact ;  or  that  a 
writing  that  does   not   state  who   is  vendor   and  who   pur- 
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chaser,  does  contain  in  itself  the  essentials  of  a  cuutiact  of 
sale. 

It  is  one  thing  to  construe  what  is  written ;  it  is  a  very  dif- 
ferent thing  to  supply  a  substantive  fact  not  stated  in  the 
writing.  It  is  one  thing  to  determine  the  meaning  and  effect 
of  a  conjplete  and  valid  written  contract,  and  it  is  another 
thing  to  take  a  writing,  which  on  its  face  imports  no  contract, 
and  make  it  import  one  by  parol  evidence.  It  is  one  thing 
to  sKow  that  a  party,  who  appears  by  a  writing  to  have  made 
a  contract,  made  it  as  aii  agent,  and  quite  a  different  thing  to 
prove  by  parol  that  he  made  a  purchase  when  the  writing  is 
silent  as  to  that  fact.  The  duty  and  power  of  the  court  is  a 
duty  and  power  to  give  a  construction  to  what  is  written,  and 
not  in  any  case  to  permit  it  to  be  added  to  by  parol.  Least 
of  all  when  a  statute  hiis  required  the  essential  requisites  of 
a  contract  of  sale  to  be  in  writiiig,  is  it  admissible,  in  iny 
judgment,  to  allow  the  fact,  that  the  defendant  made  a  pur- 
chase, to  be  proved  by  parol.  If  this  fact,  which  lies  at  the 
basis  of  the  action  and  to  which  every  other  is  but  incidental, 
can  be  proved  by  evidence  out  of  the  writing  signed  by  the 
defendant,  the  statute  seems  to  me  to  be  disregarded. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  bill  of  parcels,  sent  to  Goddard 
by  Mason  and  Lawrence,  and  received  by  him,  may  be  re- 
sorted to  for  the  purpose  of  showing  he  was  the  purchaser. 
But  it  is  certainly  the  law  of  Massachusetts,  where  this  con- 
tract was  made,  and  the  case  tried,  as  I  believe  it  is  of  most 
other  States,  and  of  England,  that  unless  the  memorandum 
which  is  signed  contains  a  reference  to  some  other  paper,  no 
paper,  not  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged,  can  be  con- 
nected with  the  memorandum,  or  used  to  supply  any  defect- 
therein.  This  was  held  in  Morton  et  at.  v.  Dean  (13  Mete. 
(Mass.),  385),  a  case  to  which  I  shall  have  occasion  more 
fully  to  refer  hereafter.  And  in  conformity  therewith.  Chan- 
cellor Kent  lays  down  the  rule  in  2  Com.,  511,  and  refers  to 
many  authorities  in  support  of  it.  I  am  not  aware  that  any 
court  has  held  otherwise. 

That  this  bill  of  parcels  was  of  itself  a  sufficient  meraoran- 
dum  under  the  st-atute,  or  that  it  was  a  paper  signed  by  the 
defendant,  or  by  any  person  by  him  thereunto  lawfully  au- 
thorized, I  do  not  understand  to  be  held  by  the  majority  of 
the  court. 

•4611  "Now  the  memorandum  of  the  19th  September  is 
J  either  sufScient  or  insufficient,  under  the  statute.  If 
the  former,  there  is  no  occasion  to  resort  to  the  bill  of  parcels 
to  show  who  was  vendor,  and  who  purchaser ;  because,  if  the 
latter,  it  cannot,  consistently  with  the  statute,  be  made  good 
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by  another  paper  not  signed,  and  connected  with  it  only  by 
parcil.  To  charge  a  party  upon  an  insufficient  memorandum, 
added  to  by  another  independent  paper,  not  signed,  would  be 
to  charge  him  when  there  was  no  sufficient  memorandum 
signed  by  him,  and  therefore  in  direct  conflict  with  the  stat- 
ute. It  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  an  answer,  to  say  that  the 
bill  of  parcels  wae  made  out  pursuant  to  the  memorandum. 
If  the  signed  memorandum  itself  does  not  contain  the  eseen- 
tialB  of  a  contract  of  sale,  and  makes  no  reference  to  any  other 
paper,  in  no  legal  sense  is  any  other  paper  pursuant  to  it — 
nor  can  any  other  paper  be  connected  with  it,  save  by  parol 
evidence,  which  the  statute  forbids.  In  point  of  fact,  it  would 
be  difficult  to  imagine  any  two  independent  papers  more 
nearly  connected,  than  a  memorandum  made  and  signed  by 
an  auctioneer,  and  the  written  con*ditions  read  by  him  at  the 
sale.  Yet  it  is  settled,  that  the  latter  cannot  be  referred  to, 
unless  expressly  called  for  by  the  very  terms  of  the  signed 
memoraudum.  Upon  what  principle  does  a  bill  of  parcel 
stand  upon  any  better  ground? 

The  distinction,  heretofore,  has  been  between  papers  called 
for  by  the  memorandum  by  express  reference,  and  those  not 
called  for ;  this  decision,  for  the  first  time,  I  believe,  disre- 
gards that  distinction,  and  allows  an  unsigned  paper,  not  re- 
ferred to,  to  be  used  in  evidence  to  charge  the  purchaser. 

In  my  judgment,  this  memorandum  was  defective  in  not 
showing  who  was  vendor,  and  who  purchaser,  and  oral  evi- 
dence to  supply  this  defect  was  not  admissible. 

But  if  this  difficulty  could  be  overcome,  or  it  it  had  ap- 
peared on  the  face  of  the  paper,  that  Goddard  was  the  pur- 
chaser, still,  in  my  judgment,  there  is  no  sufficient  memoran- 
dum. I  take  it  to  be  clearly  settled,  tliat  if  the  court  cannot 
ascertain  from  the  paper  itself,  or  from  some  other  paper 
therein  referred  to,  the  essential  terms  of  the  sale,  the  writing 
does  not  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute.  This  has  been  so 
often  decided,  that  it  is  sufficient  to  refer  to  2  Kent,  Com., 
511,  where  many  of  the  cases  are  collected. 

The  rule  stated  by  the  Chancellor,  as  a  just  deduction  from 
the  authorities,  is,  "  Unless  the  essential  terms  of  the  sale  can 
he  ascertained  from  the  writing  itself,  or  by  a  reference  con- 
tained in  it  to  something  else,  the  writing  is  not  acompliance 
with  the  statute ;  and  if  the  agreement  be  thus  defective,  it 
cannot  be  supplied  by  parol  proof,  for  that  would  at  once  in- 
troduce all  the  'mischiefs  wiiich  the  statute  of  frauds  . 


and  perjuries  was  intended  to  ])revent." 


'[., 


The  statute,  then,  requires  the  essential  terms  of  the  sale  to 
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be  in  writing ;  the  credit  to  be  allowed  to  the  puicbaser  is  one 
of  the  terniH  of  the  sale. 

And  if  the  inetnomudmn  shows  that  a  credit  was  to  be  given, 
but  does  not  fix  its  termination,  it  is  fatally  defective,  for  the 
court  cannot  ascertain,  from  the  paper,  when  a  right  of  action 
accrues  to  the  vendee,  and  the  contract  shown  by  the  paper 
ia  not  capable  of  being  described  in  a  declaration.  The  riglite 
of  the  parties,  in  an  essential  particular,  are  left  undetermined 
by  the  paper.  This  paper  shows  there  was  to  be  a  credit  of 
six  months,  and  contains  this  clause — "  Cr.  to  commence  when 
ship  sails :  not  after  Dec'r  Ist."  According  to  this  paper, 
when  is  this  credit  to  commence  ?  The  answer  is,  when  ship 
sails,  it  before  December  1st.  What  ship?  The  paper  is 
silent. 

This  ia  an  action  against  Goddard  for  not  delivering  his 
note  on  twelve  months  credit,  and  it  is  an  indispensable  in- 
quiry, on  what  day,  according  to  the  contract,  the  note  should 
bear  date.  The  plaintiff  must  aver,  in  their  declaration,  what 
note  Goddard  was  bound  to  deliver,  and  the  memorandum 
must  enable  the  court  to  say  that  the  description  of  the  notes 
in  the  declaration  is  correct.  They  attempt  this  by  averring, 
in  the  declaration,  that  the  contract  was  for  a  note  payable  in 
twelve  months  from  the  sailing  of  a  ship  called  the  Crusader, 
aud  that  this  ship  sailed  on  the  sixth  day  of  November.  But 
the  writing  does  not  refer  to  the  Crusader ;  and  if  oral  evi- 
dence were  admissible  to  prove  that  the  parties  referred  to  the 
Crusader,  this  essential  term  of  their  contract  is  derived  from 
parol  proof,  contrary  to  the  requirement  of  the  statute.  It  was 
upon  this  ground  the  case  of  Morton  et  al.  v.  Dean,  and  many 
other  similar  cases,  have  been  decided.  In  that  case,  there 
was  a  memorandum  signed  by  the  auctioneer,  as  the  agent  of 
both  parties,  containing  their  names,  as  vendor  and  vendee, 
the  price  to  be  paid,  and  a  sufficient  description  of  the  prop- 
erty. But  it  appeared  that  there  were  written  or  printed 
conditions  read  at  the  sale,  but  not  referred  to  in  the  memo- 
randum, containing  the  terms  of  credit,  &c.,  and  therefore 
that  the  memorandum  did  not  fix  all  the  essential  parts  of 
the  bargain,  and  it  was  held  insufficient. 

But,  further ;  even  if  oral  evidence  were  admissible  to  show 
that  the  parties  had  in  view  some  particular  vessel,  and  bo  to 
explain  or  render  certain  the  memorandum,  no  such  evidence 
was  offered,  and  no  request  to  leave  that  question  of  fact  to 
the  jury  was  made.  Mason,  who  made  the  contract  with 
Goddard,  was  a  witness,  but  he  does  not  pretend  the  parties 
•4fiS1  ^^^  ^^^  particular  vessel  in  ™w,  still  less  that  they 
-I  agreed  on  the  'Crusader  as  the  vesflel,  Uie  sailins  of 
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which  was  to  be  the  oommeii  cement  of  the  credit.  I  cannot 
perceive,  therefore,  how  either  of  the  counts  in  this  declara- 
tion ia  Buppoited  by  the  evidence,  or  liow  a  different  verdict 
could  have  lawfully  been  rendered. 

The  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  was  clearly  not 
Diaiutained,  becauoe,  when  the  action  was  brought,  the  credit 
had  not  expired,  even  if  it  began  on  the  19tb  of  September. 
One  of  the  special  counts  ave)«,  that  the  notes  were  to  be  due 
twelve  months  from  the  SOtli  of  September ;  but  this  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  written  niemorandum,  and  there  is  no  evidence 
to  support  it.  The  other  special  counts  all  declare  for  a  note 
due  twelve  months  after  the  sailing  of  the  Crusader,  but, 
as  already  stated,  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  to  support 
this  allegation,  and  a  verdict  of  the  jury,  affirming  such  a 
contract,  must  have  been  set  aside. 

It  may  be  added,  also,  that  no  one  of  the  prayers  for  in- 
structions, contained  in  the  bill  of  exc^itions,  makes  the  fact 
that  the  parties  had  reference  to  the  Crusader,  any  element 
of  the  contract,  but  tliat  each  of  them  asks  for  an  instruction 
upon  the  assumption  that  this  necessary  term  of  the  contract 
had  not  been  in  any  way  supplied. 

I  consider  the  language  of  Chief  Justice  Marshal,  in  Grant 
V.  Naylor,  (4  Cranch,  234,)  applicable  to  this  case.  That 
great  Judge  says :  "  Already  have  so  many  cases  been  taken 
out  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  which  seem  to  be  within  its  letter, 
that  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  the  expectations  do  not 
let  in  many  of  the  mischiefs  against  which  the  rule  was  in- 
tended to  guard.  The  best  Judges  in  England  have  been  of 
opinion  that  this  relaxing  construction  of  the  statute  ought 
not  to  be  extended  further  than  it  has  already  been  carried, 
and  this  court  entirely  concurs  in  that  opinion." 

I  am  authorized  to  state  that  Mr.  Justice  CATRON  con- 
curs in  this  opinion. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Massachusetts,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On 
consideration  whereof,  it  ia  now  here  ordered  and  adjudged 
by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  Circuit  Court  in 
this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with  costs, 
and  that  this  cause  he,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded  to 
the  said  Circuit  Court,  with  directions  to  award  a  venire  facias 
de  novo. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Nutt  V.  Minor. 


•4641  *WiJ^^^M  ^'   NuTT,    Executor   op    Albxabdbb 

J         HdNTBE,     DBCBABBD,     PLAINIU'F     IN     KKBOB,     V. 

Philip  H.  Minob. 

Where  the  manlul  of  the  Diitrict  of  Columbia  engaged  the  MTTJcea  of  a 
clerk  (or  a  stipulated  «um  per  anouui,  and  the  tcrrk-e  uontinued  without 
anj  new  agreement,  and  the  Jury  were  inatnicCed  that  the;  might  implj  a 
new  agreement  to  pay  the  cierk  at  a  different  rate,  thi»  initruction  waa 
erroneoui.  There  was  nothing  in  the  evidence  from  which  the  Jury  could 
imply  lucb  new  agreement. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
holden  in  and  for  the  county  of  Washingtou. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Bradley  and  3Ir.  DavU,  for  the  plun- 
tiff  in  error,  and  by  Mr.  Lawrence,  with  wlioui  was  Mr.  Car- 
liale,  for  the  defeudaut  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Alexaoder  Hunter  was  appointed  marelial  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  in  1834,  and  continued  to  fill  that  office  by  i-eap- 
pointnientH,  until  June,  1848,  at  which  time  he  died.  Shortly 
after  he  entered  on  the  duties  of  his  of!iue,  in  1834,  he  ap- 
pointed Daniel  Minor  his  deputy  for  the  county  of  Alexan- 
dria, where  a  separate  court  was  held  and  jurisdiction  exer- 
cised ;  and  for  that  county  Daniel  Minor  was  praotioally 
marshal. 

Philip  H.  Minor,  the  plaintiff  below,  was  the  brother  of 
Daniel  Minor,  who,  being  desirous  to  obtain  the  office  of  clerk 
to  the  marshal  for  Philip  H.,  applied  to  Hunter  for  this  pur- 
pose, and  advised  him  to  employ  Philip  H.  as  bis  cleric,  aud 
Hunter  agreed  to  do  so ;  Daniel  and  Philip  came  up  from 
Alexandria  to  Washington,  and,  in  the  mai-shal's  room,  a  con- 
versation toolc  place  between  Philip  H.  Minor,  Hunter  the 
marshal,  aud  Daniel  Minor  the  deputy.  Hunter  proposed  to 
^ve,  as  salary  for  the  service,  two  hundred  dollars  per  annum, 
and  that  Daniel  Minor  as  deputy  for  Alexandria  county,  should 
give  one  hundred  dollars,  making  the  salary  three  hundred 
dollars.  Daniel  Minor  insisted  that  the  ^ary  should  be 
larger;  Hunter  replied,  that  he  was  just  in  office  and  did  not 
know  what  the  profits  would  be,  nor  what  the  value  of  the 
duties  to  be  discharged  by  the  clerk  would  be ;  and  that  he 
did  not  feel  jostified  in  giving  a  larger  salary.  Daniel  Minor 
then  offered,  that  if  Hunter  would  pay  two  hundred  and  fifty 
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dollars,  he  would  pay  one  hundred  aud  fifty  tinvai-ds  the 
salary,  which  was  agreed  to  by  Hunter  and  Daniel  Minor  oii 
the  one  part,  and  by  Philip  H.  Minor  on  the  other. 

Daniel  Minor,  who  was  the  principal  witness,  testified  to 
the  *foreffoing  facts  for  the  plaintiff  below,  on  the  trial ;  r.  j /.c 
and  further  deposed,  that  he  took  his  brother  Philip  L 
aside  and  conversed  with  him  out  of  the  hearing  of  Hunter, 
and  advised  him  to  take  the  offer  for  a  year,  small  as  it  was ; 
and  accordingly  Philip  H.  assented;  that  nothing  was  said 
about  a  continuance  of  the  agreement  after  the  Hi-st  year. 

Daniel  Minor  further  deposed,  that  he  told  his  brother 
Philip,  in  the  foregoing  conversation,  "that  the  substance  of 
the  matter  was  an  agi-eemeiit  confined  to  one  year,  and  that 
the  compensation  would  he  afterwards  made  adequate  to  the 
services,  and  the  value  of  the  office ;  and  that  this  was  urged 
upon  Philip  as  an  inducement  to  agree  to  the  engagement  for 
the  year;  but  that  Hunter  did  not  authorize  the  witness 
Daniel  Minor,  to  promise  Philip  H.  that  he  would  be  engaged 
after  the  first  year  at  a  higher  compensation."' 

Daniel  Minor  also  deposcil,  that  he  suggested  to  Hunter 
during  the  first  year's  service,  that  the  salary  of  Philip  H. 
shoula  be  increased,  but  Hunter  declined  doing  so.  The 
i^reement  was  precise:  Hunter  was  to  pay  260  dollars,  and 
Daniel  Minor  150  dollars,  as  clerk  hire,  per  annum ;  nor  was 
the  contract  limited  to  one  year,  so  far  as  Hunter  entered 
into  it ;  it  was  general,  at  the  rate  stipulated,  for  any  length 
of  time  that  Hunter  might  remain  in  office,  or  that  Philip  H. 
Minor  might  see  proper  to  serve,  and  Hunter  and  Daniel 
Minor  see  proper  to  retain  him  as  clerk.  It  is  most  obvious 
that  the  court  and  jury  held  Hunter  bound  by  what  Daniel 
Minor  promised  in  the  absence  of  Hunter,  and  without  his 
knowledge,  and  contrary  to  his  consent.  There  is  an  entire 
absence  of  proof,  that  Hunter  ever  assented,  by  word  or  act, 
to  raise  the  salary  of  Pliiliji  H.  Minur  as  clerk;  nor  does  it 
appear  that  the  latter  at  any  time  applied  to  Hunter  in  person, 
aud  insisted,  or  even  suggested  that  his  salaiy  should  be  in- 
creased, until  February,  1847,  when  the  letter  offered  in  evi- 
dence was  written  ;  on  the  contrary,  be  received  the  salary  of 
400  dollars,  as  at  first  stipulated,  for  fourteen  veai-s,  regularly 
crediting  himself  with  it  on  the  marshal's  booKs,  each  year. 

If  we  reject  Daniel  Minor's  evidence  as  incompetent  to 
bind  Hunter,  so  far  as  he  used  i)ersuasions  in  Hunter  s  absence 
to  induce  Philip  H.  Minor  to  hope,  and  probably  believe,  that 
Hunter  would  raise  his  salary,  then  the  case,  as  proved  by 
the  plaintiff  below,  rests  alone  on  the  special  agreement  made 
in  1834 ;  and  we  think  it  must  be  stripped  of  all  these  con- 
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versations  between  Daniel  Miuor  and  his  brother,  to  wbicfa 
Hunter  never  assented. 

Nutt  was  sued  as  Hunter's  executor,  for  work  and  labor, 
care  and  diligence,  done  and  performed  by  Minor  in  and 
about  the  business  of  Hunter  in  his  lifetime,  and  at  his  special 
instance  and  request.  And  also  for  sundry  matters  and  things 
•4flfi1  P''°p6''ly  "chargeable  in  an  account  therewith  filed; 
J  and  on  these  allegations  of  a  quantum  meruit.  Hunter's 
estate  was  charged  for  400  dollars  per  annum,  in  addition  to 
the  400  dollars  annually  paid  on  the  special  agreement,  run- 
ning through  the  whole  time  of  Minor's  service ;  and  a  verdict 
was  had,  and  a  judgment  rendered  for  five  thousand  and 
fifty-five  dollars  and  seventy-three  cents,  against  the  estate, 
which  was  held  responsible,  regai-dless  of  the  fact  that  Daniel 
Minor  was  bound  to  pay  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  of  the 
four  hundred,  from  April,  1834,  to  June,  1847,  when  Alexan- 
dria county  was  retroceded  to  Virginia  by  Congress. 

On  this  state  of  facts,  the  court  was  asked  to  instruct  the 
jury  (among  other  things)  that  "if  from  the  whole  evidence 
aforesaid,  the  jury  shall  find  that  in  April,  1834,  the  plaiutiEf 
entered  into  the  employment  of  the  deceased  to  serve  him  as 
clerk  at  a  salary  of  400  dollars  for  a  single  year,  and  there- 
after continued  to  serve  the  said  Hunter  as  clerk  aforesaid, 
during  the  whole  time  mentioned  in  said  account  and  decla- 
ration, and  that  no  new  agreement  was  made  between  the  sfud 
plaintiff  and  said  Hunter,  for  a  compensation  different  from 
that  which  was  as  aforesaid  first  agreed  upon  between  them  ; 
and  if  they  shall  further  find  that  said  Hunter  in  his  lifetime 
fully  paid  said  plaintiff  fur  his  said  services,  at  the  rate  afore- 
said, then  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  in  this 
action ;  which  instruction  the  court  refused  to  give  as  prayed, 
but  did  modify  the  same  by  inserting  the  words  "  express  or 
implied  "  between  the  words  "  agreement "  and  "  was  made." 

By  thus  modifying  the  instruction,  the  court  told  the  jury, 
in  substance,  that  they  might  find  on  the  allegation  of  a  quan- 
tum meruit,  for  work  and  labor  done,  and  for  services  i>er- 
formed,  and  hold  that  an  agreement  to  pay  on  Hunter's  part, 
might  be  "implied,"  because  of  the  pei-fi'rmance  of  the  ser- 
vices ;  and,  that  a  verdict  might  be  found  equal  to  the  value 
of  sncb  services,  according  to  the  proof,  deducting  therefrom 
the  amount  already  paid  on  the  special  iigreement ;  and  that 
such  t^reement  did  not  preclude  the  plaintiff  below  from 
recovering  additional  compensation,  to  any  amount  that  the 
jury  should  think  he  was  entitled  to.  That  the  instruction  as 
given  did  reject  the  special  i^reement,  and  leave  the  jury  free 
to  imply  a  new  promise  arising  on  the  qvantvm  meruit,  for 
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labor  and  services,  is  lusiiifeBt;  and,  therefore,  we  are  of 
opinion,  that  the  instruction  as  propounded,  ought  to  have 
been  given  without  an  addition  of  the  words  *' express  or 
implied,"  as  inserted  by  the  Circuit  Court. 

The  letter,  offered  in  evidence,  was  a  plain  attempt  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  to  make  evidence  for  himself.  It  could 
only  be  offered  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  Hunter  was 
thereby  notified  of  Minor's  unwillingness  to  act  as  clerk  after 
the  notice,  "unless  his  compensation  was  increased,  and  r«4i>'T 
that  he  would  q^uit  unless  there  was  an  increase ;  or  *- 
as  evidence  to  be  taken  in  connection  with  other  subsequent 
proof,  showing  that  Hunter  assented  to  the  pro[Hisiti(ins  con- 
tained in  the  letter.  But  as  Hunter  not  only  refused  to  sanC' 
tion  the  demand  set  up,  but  indignantly  resisted,  and  resented 
it,  the  letter  could  be  of  no  value  to  establish  a  new  ])romise ; 
nor  can  it  be  of  any  value  as  notice  that  additional  compen- 
sation would  be  claimed  for  services  rendered  thereafter, 
because  the  plaintiff,  with  full  kniiwledge  of  Hunter's  deter- 
mined rejection  of  the  claim,  continued  to  perform  his  duties 
as  clerk,  and  to  receive  his  salary  of  400  dollars  as  usual,  and 
thereby  submitted  to  Hunter's  assumption  that  the  salary 
was  governed  by  the  special  agreement  made  in  1834.  We 
are  of  opmion  that  this  letter  should  have  been  objected  to 
as  evidence,  and  the  party  offering  it  comj^lled  by  the  court 
to  state  for  what  purpose  it  was  offered ;  so  that  it  might 
have  been  inspected  and  passed  on  by  the  court,  without 
being  read  to  the  jury.  As,  however,  this  course  was  not 
pursued  at  the  trial  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  and  a  general 
objection  made  to  reatiing  the  letter  for  any  purpose,  we  do 
not  think  the  court  erred  in  admitting  the  evidence  in  the 
first  instance,  although  it  ought  certainly  to  have  been 
rejected  and  taken  from  the  jury,  after  the  evidence  was 
closed,  had  a  motion  been  made  to  this  effect,  because  it  was 
unsustained  by  other  evidence  that  Hunter  assented  to  the 
claim  made  by  the  letter.  But  as  no  motion  was  made  to 
withdraw  this  piece  of  evidence,  the  court  properly  left  it 
with  the  jury. 

We   order  that  the  judgment   of  the   Circuit   Court   be 
reversed,  and  that  the  cause  be  remanded  for  another  trial. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  tlie 
District  of  Columbia,  hnlden  in  and  for  the  county  of  Wash- 
ington, and  was  argued  by  counsel.     On  consideration  where- 
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of,  it  13  now  here  oidei'ed  and  adjudged  hy  this  court,  that 
the  judgment  of  the  said  Circuit  Court  in  this  cause  be,  and 
the  same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with  coats,  and  that  this  cause 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded  to  the  said  Circuit 
Court,  with  diiectious  to  award  a  venire  facias  de  novo. 


•4fiR1    'The  PHILADEXPHfA  AND  READING  RAILROAD  COM- 

J      PAHY,  Plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Elias  H.  Derby. 

Where  a  suit  wat  bmught  agaiiut  a  railroad  compaoy,  by  a  person  who  waa 
injured  b;  a  oolllEion,  il  was  correct  in  the  court  to  inBtruet  the  jury,  that, 
if  the  plaintiff  vraB  lawfully  on  the  road,  at  the  time  of  the  culliuon,  and 
Ihe  collision  and  consequcnl  injury  to  him  were  tauaed  by  the  groSB  negli- 
gence of  one  of  the  servants  of  the  defendants,  then  and  there  employed  on 
the  mad,  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  notwtth standing  the  uircutusCancee,  that 
the  plaintiff  w«8  n  8ti>ckholdcr  in  tlie  company,  riding  by  invitation  of  the 
President,  paying  no  fare,  and  not  in  the  usual  passenger  cars.' 

And  also,  that  the  fact  that  the  engineer  having  the  control  of  the  colliding 
locumotire,  was  forbidden  to  run  on  that  track  at  the  time,  and  had  acted 
in  disobedience  of  such  orders,  was  no  defence  to  tlie  action-' 

A  master  ie  liable  for  the  tortious  acts  of  his  servant,  when  done  in  the  course 
of  his  employment,  althongh  they  may  be  done  in  disobedience  of  the 

1  The  law  imposes  on   a   common  80;  Graham  v.  Parijic  R.  S.  Co.,  06 

carrier  of  passengers  the  utmost  hu-  Mo.,  536;  Lemon  t.  Chantlor.eS  Ho. 

man  care   and  foresight,  and  makes  340. 

him  responsible,  in   damagee  for  the        In  New  York  a  carrier  of  paasen 

sligbteat  neglect.     Juknsim  v.  Winoaa  gers  may,  l>y  positive  stipulation,  re- 

rf-r.   R.   B.   Co.,  n  Minn,,  296;  .Maury  lieve  himself  to  a  limited  degree  from 

T.  7Vi/ina<i^,2  McLean,  167 ;   WAealon  the  consequences   of   his   own  ncgli 

T.  North  Beach  j-e.  R.  B.  Co.,  30  Cal.,  gence  or  that  of  hie  servants.     Bui 

600;  Ilall  V.  Steamboat  Co.,  13  Conn.,  to  accomplish  this  object,  the  contrac. 

319;  Dencort  y.  Loomer.  21  Id.,  246;  must  be  clear  and  specific  in  its  terms, 

Frink  r.  Coe,\  Greene  (Iowa),  665;  and    plainly  covering   such   a    case. 

Edwardt  v.  Lord,  49  Me.,  279;  Bract-  Smith  v.  New  York  J-c.  ft.  B.  Co.,  29 

wuyv.  Laicala,!  Edm.  (N.  Y.l  Sel.  Barb.  (N.  Y.l,  132,     S.  P.   aw 

Cas.,  136;  Caldwtii  v.  Murphg,  1  Dner  Neio   York  S^.  R.  R.  Co.,  26  h 

JN.  Y.),  23S;   Wetd  v.  Panama  R.  B.  442.     That  this  raie  will  not,  in  mat 

Co.,  6  Id,,  1^;  Frink  v.  Patiir,  17  III,,  State,  be  considered  as  overthrown  or 

406;  Afai-ericky.  Eighth  Ave.  R.R.  Co.,  alTcctoil  by  the  decision  in  l^kavod 

36  N.  Y.,  378,  v.  Bailrond  Go.,  tupra,  sec  Af'/nard  v. 

As  to  the  right  of  a  railroad  com-  Sf/raeiut  ^c.  ft.  ft.  Co.,  71  N.  V.,  180. 
pany  to  limit  its  common  law  liability        '  Cited.    Eaam    v.    Bobertton,   16 

for  negligence  in  respect  to  injuries  How,,  486;  Philadelphia  4-c.  ft.  ft.  Co. 

to  passengers  carried  on  free  passes,  v.  Qflglei/,  21  Id.,  210. 
see    Railienii    Co.    t.    Sleveia,  5  Otio,         "  DiSTiNQtilSHBn.     Saningt  HaniY, 

058;    Railroad    Co.   v.   Lorl-v.-on'l .   17  Ward.  10  Otto,  203,     S,  iK  Railroad 

Wall,,3J7;   Clei.-eland  i'c.  B.  R.  Co.  y .  Co.  y.  //on«.W  16  Wall,,  649;  Cohen 

Outran,  19  Ohio  St.,  1 ;  Kinnf./  v.  Cf«-  v.  Dry  Dork  g-c.  ft.  ft.  Co.,  69  N.  Y.. 

(to/ ft.J?.Co.,6Vr.(N.  J.),613;  ^ffiott  170;    \foil  v.  Ouumers'  let    Co.,  78 

r.  Weiltm  g-c.  ft.  B.  Co.,  58  Ga.,  454 ;  Id.,  543.  647 ;  PendUion  v.  KimUy,  8 

ToUdo  ^.  ft'y  Co.  t.  Beggt,  86  III.,  Cliff.,  416.    See,  also,  the  loUowing 
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Philadelphia  and  Rcatling  fiailroad  Compaof  v.  Derbj. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania. 

It  was  an  action  on  the  case  brought  by  Derby,  for  an 
injury  suffered  upon  the  railroad  of  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

The  declarati<in,  in  ten  counts,  was,  in  substance,  that  on 
the  15th  day  of  June,  1848,  tlie  defendants,  being  the  owners 
of  the  railroad,  and  of  a  certain  car  engine  called  the  Ariel, 
received  the  plaintiff  into  the  said  car,  to  be  safely  carried 
therein,  upon,  and  over  the  said  railroad,  whereby  it  became 
the  duty  nf  the  defendants  to  use  proper  care  and  diligence 
that  the  plaintiff  should  be  safely  and  necurely  carried,  yet, 
that  the  defendants,  not  regarding  their  duty  in  that  belialf, 
conducted  tlieniselves  so  negligently  by  their  servants,  that, 
by  reason  of  such  negligence,  while  the  car  engine  Ariel  was 
ujHin  the  road,  and  the  jtlaintiff  therein,  he  was  ])recipitated 
therefrom  upon  tlie  ground,  and  greatly  injured.  Defendants 
pleaded  not  guilty. 

On  the  22d  of  April,  1851,  the  cause  came  on  to  be  tried, 
and  the  evidence  was,  in  substance,  as  follows : 

In  the  month  of  June,  1848,  the  plaintiff,  being  a  stock- 
holder in  the  said  railroad  company,  came  to  the  city  of  Phila- 
delphia, for  tlie  purpose  of  inquiring  into  its  afTaire,  on  his  own 
account  and  as  the  representative  of  other  stockholders.  On 
the  15th  of  June,  1848,  the  plaintiff  accompanied  John  Tuck- 
er, Esq.,  the  President  of  the  said  company,  over  the  rail- 
road, for  the  purpose  of  viewing  it  ana  the  works  of  the 
company. 

They  proceeded  in  the  ordinary  passenger  train  of  the 
company,  from  the  city  o£  Philadelphia,  (the  plaintiff  paying 
no  fare  for  his  i)as8age,)  as  far  as  the  city  of  Reading. 

On  arriving  at  Heading,  the  plaintiff  inspected  the  ma- 
chine-shops of  the  defendants,  there  situate,  and  remained  for 
that  purpose  alxmt  half  an  hour  after  the  dej>arture  of  the 
•passenger  train  towards  Pottsville,  which  latter  place  ruAan 
is  about  the  distance  of  ninety-two  miles  from  Phila-  '- 
delphia. 

By  order  of  Mr.  Tucker,  a  email  locomotive  car  engine, 
called  the  Ariel,  was  prepared  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the 
plaintiff  and  Mr.  Tucker  further  up  the  road.  This  engine 
was  not  constructed,  or  used,  for  the  business  of  the  said 

CMC*  citiiiB  the  principal  caje:  The  2«0;  CMraao  f-e.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Smrr, 
R.  F.  Cahill,&  Ben.,  SM;  1^1  V  Short  M  Mis*,,  464;  Quinn  ».  Pomr,  87 
H.  B.  Co.  T.  Harrh.  07  Ala.,  ft;  Mrm-  N.  Y,.  M9;  Sltgriit  r.  Arnet,  10  Mo. 
pliit  4-c.  PaettI  Vo.  v.  MeCanl,  ftJ  App.,  2U1 ;  /•eitHtglvania  R.  R.  Co.  T. 
Ind.,  898;  George  v.  Wufcrj,  128  .Maw.,     Lamdon.  1(2  Pa.  St,  32. 
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(le  fen  (la  I  its,  but  was  kept  fur  the  use  of  the  Presideut  and 
other  oiEcera  of  tlie  company,  their  friends  and  guests. 

On  this  engine,  the  plaiiitifl*  and  Mr,  Tucker,  accompauied 
by  the  engineer  and  fireniiin,  and  a  paymaster  of  defendants, 
proceeded,  following  the  passenger  train,  until  they  reached 
Port  Clinton,  a  stiitiun  on  the  line  of  the  railroad. 

After  leaving  Port  Clinton,  when  about  three  miles  distant 
from  it,  going  round  a  curve,  the  passengei-a  on  the  Ariel  aiiw 
another  engine  called  the  Lycoming,  of  which  S.  P.  Jones 
was  the  conductor,  njiproaching  on  the  same  track.  The 
engineer  of  the  Ariel  immediately  reversed  his  engine,  and 
put  down  the  break.  Mr,  Tucker,  the  plaintiff,  and  the  fire- 
man, jumped  from  the  Ariel,  to  avoid  tlie  impending  col- 
lision. After  they  had  jumped,  the  engineer  also  left  the 
Ariel,  having  done  all  he  could  do  to  stop  it.  The  plaintiff, 
in  attempting  to  jump,  fell,  and  received  the  injury  of  which 
he  complains. 

The  engineer  of  the  Lycoming,  when  he  saw  the  approach 
of  the  Ariel,  reversed  bis  engine  and  put  down  the  brake. 
He  did  not  leave  the  Lycoming  till  after  the  collision.  At 
the  time  of  the  collision,  the  Lycoming  was  backing.  The 
engines  were  hut  slightly  injured  by  it. 

On  the  night  of  the  14th  or  the  morning  of  the  15th  of 
June,  a  bridge,  on  the  line  of  the  railroad  above  Port  Clin- 
ton, was  burnt.  In  consequence  of  this,  one  of  the  tracks  of 
the  railroad  was  blocked  up  by  empt}'  cars  returning  to  the 
mines,  atid  stopped  by  tlie  destrucliun  of  the  bridge.  .For 
this  reason  a  single  track  only  conld  be  used  for  the 
business  of  the  road  between  Port  Clinton  and  the  burnt 
bridge. 

Lewis  Kirk,  an  officer  of  the  said  company,  (master 
machinist  and  foreman,)  went  on  in  the  passenger  cars  from 
Reading,  towards  Pottaville,  informing  the  plaintiff  and  Mr. 
Tucker,  that  he  would  give  the  pro]ier  orders  to  have  the 
track  kept  clear  for  the  Ariel.  On  arriving  at  Port  Clinton 
he  did  give  an  order  to  Edward  Bums,  despatcher  at  Port 
Clinton,  (an  officer  of  said  company,  charged  with  the  duty 
of  controlling  the  stalling  of  engines,)  that  no  car  should 
be  allowed  to  go  over  the  road  until  he  the  said  Kirk 
returned. 

This  order  was  communicated  in  express  terms  by  Burns 
to  Jones,  the  conductor  of  the  Lycoming.  Jones  replied  that 
he  would  go,  and  would  take  (he  responsibility,  and,  contrary 
*47(H  ***  *^'^  ordei-3,  <lid  go.  up  the  road  towards  the  burnt 
-I  bridge,  and  on  his  return  met  the  Ariel,  and  the  col- 
lision ensued,  as  above  stated.  Jones  had  the  reputation  of 
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being  a  careful  and  competent  person,  no  previous  disobedi- 
ence of  orders  by  him  had  ever  occurred,  and  he  was  dis- 
churged  by  the  defendants  imraediately  ^ter  the  accident, 
and  because  of  it. 

On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  below  requested  the  court  to 
charge  the  jury, — 

I.  That  if  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  upon  the  railroad  of 
the  defendants  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  by  the  license  of 
the  defendants,  and  was  then  and  there  injured  by  the  negli- 
gence or  disobedience  of  orders  of  the  company's  servants, 
then  and  there  employed  on  the  said  railroad,  the  defendants 
are  liable  for  the  injury  done  to  the  plaintiff  by  such  col- 
lision. 

II.  That  if  the  defendants,  by  their  servants,  undertook  to 
convey  the  plaintiff  along  the  Reading  Railroad,  in  the  car 
Ariel,  and  while  so  conveying  him,  through  the  gross  negli- 
gence of  the  servants  of  the  company  tnen  and  there  em- 
ployed on  the  said  railroad,  the  collision  occurred,  by  which 
the  plaintiff  was  injured,  that  the  defendants  are  liable  for 
the  injury  done  to  the  plaintiEF  by  such  collision,  altbou^ 
no  compensation  was  to  be  paid  to  the  company  for  such 
conveyance  of  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  if  the  collision,  by  which  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured, was  occasioned  by  the  locomotive  Lycoming,  then 
driven  negligently  or  in  disobedience  of  orders  upon  the 
said  road  by  J.  P.  Jones,  one  of  the  company's  servants,  then 
having  control  or  command  of  the  said  locomotive,  that  the 
defendants  are  liable  for  the  injury  to  the  plaintifis,  caused 
by  such  collision. 

And  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  below  requested  the 
court  to  charge  the  jury, — 

1.  That  the  damages,  if  any  are  recoverable,  are  to  be 
confined  to  the  direct  and  immediate  consequences  of  the 
injury  sustained. 

2.  That  if  the  jury  believe  the  plaintiff  had  paid  no  fare, 
and  was  passing  upon  the  railroad  of  the  defendant  as  an 
invited  guest,  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  recover  damages  he 
must  prove  gross  negligence,  which  is  the  omission  of  that 
care  which  even  the  most  thoughtless  take  of  their  own  con- 
cerns. 

8.  That  the  defendants  would  be  liable  ia  damages  to  a 
passenger  who  had  pwd  passage-money  upon  their  contract 
to  deliver  bim  safely,  for  slight  negligence,  but  t-o  an  invited 
guest,  who  paid  no  fare  or  passage-money,  they  will  not  be 
responsible  unless  the  jury  believe  that  there  was  not  even 
slight  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  f^nts  of  the  defendants. 
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4.  That  the  employer  is  not  responsible  for  the  wilful  act 
of  his  servant. 

mATi  1  *^-  That  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  conductor  of 
J  the  engine  Lycoming  wilfully,  and  gainst  the  express 
orders  of  the  officer  of  the  company  communicated  to  him, 
by  running  his  engine  upon  the  track  above  Port  Clinton, 
caused  the  collision,  the  defendants  are  not  responsible  for 
any  injury  or  loss  resulting  from  auch  wilful  disobedience. 

6.  That  if  the  jury  believe  that  every  reasonable  and 
proper  precaution  was  taken  to  have  the  track  of  the  rail- 
road clear  for  the  passage  of  the  Ariel,  and  collision  ensued 
solely  by  reason  of  the  wilful  disobedience  of  the  conductor 
of  the  Lycoming,  and  of  the  express  orders  duly  given  by  an 
agent  of  the  company,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover. 

7,  That  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  conductor  of  the 
Lycoming,  and  all  the  oflicers  of  the  company  in  any  wise 
connected  with  the  collision,  were  carefully  and  prudently 
selected,  and  that  the  collision  ensued  and  the  injury  resulted 
to  the  plaintiff,  an  invited  guest,  by  the  wilful  disobedience 
of  one  of  them  to  an  order  duly  communicated,  then  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover. 

The  learned  Jndge  charged  the  jury  as  requested,  on  all 
the  points  offered  by  the  plaintiff. 

And  the  learned  Judge  charged  on  the  first  and  second 
points  offered  by  the  defendants,  as  requested,  and  also  on 
the  third  point  of  the  defendants,  with  the  explanation,  that 
though  all  the  other  agents  of  the  defendants  acted  with 
diligence,  yet  if  one  of  the  agents  used  no  diligence  at  all, 
then  the  defendante  could  not  be  said  to  have  shown  slight 
diligence. 

Ab  to  the  fourth  point,  the  learned  Judge  chained  as  re- 
quested by  the  defendants,  with  this  explanation,  that 
though  the  master  is  not  liable  for  the  wilful  act  of  his  ser- 
vant, not  done  in  the  course  of  his  employment  as  servant, 
yet  if  the  servant  disobeys  an  order  relating  to  hia  business, 
and  injury  results  from  that  disobedience,  the  master  is 
liablci  for  it  is  his  duty  to  select  servants  who  will  obey. 
The  disobedience  in  this  case  is  the  ipia  negligentia,  for  it  is 
not  pretended  by  the  defendants  tnat  the  Lycoming  was 
intentionally  driven  against  the  Ariel. 

On  the  fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh  pointa  of  the  defendants, 
the  learned  Judge  refused  to  chaise  as  requested. 

The  learned  Judge  further  said,  that  it  is  admitted  that 
the  plaintiff  was  injured  through  the  act  of  Jones,  the  con- 
ductor of  the  Lycoming,  that  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  on  the 
road  by  the  license  of  the  defendants ;  then,  in  this  view  of 
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the  case,  wbether  he  paid  fare  or  not,  or  was  the  guest  of  the 
defendants,  made  no  difference  as  to  the  law  of  the  case. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  assessed  the 
damages  at  three  thousand  dollars. 

A  writ  of  error  brought  the  case  up  to  this  court. 

•It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Campbell  and  Mr.  Fisher,  for  r^Ana 
the  plaitttifF  in  en-or,  and  Mr.  Binney  acd  Mr.  Wharton,  *- 
for  the  defendant  in  error. 

The  points  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
were  the  following: 

I.  The  plaintiff  stood  in  such  relation  to  the  defendants  at 
the  time  of  the  accident,  that  he  cannot  by  law  recover. 

II.  The  plaintiff  suffered  no  damage  from  any  act  with 
which  the  defendants  are  by  law  chargeable. 

These  propositions  cover  the  whole  case ;  yet  it  may  be 
proper  to  direct  the  attention  of  the  couit  to  two  others, 
which,  although  included  in  the  latter,  are  made  more  speciiic 
by  referring  to  the  poiuts  and  charge  of  the  court. 

III.  That  the  leanied  Judge  erred  while  affirming  the  third 
and  fourth  points  of  the  defendants,  in  the  explanation  by 
which  that  instruction  was  accompanied.  The  points  and 
explaoations  referred  to,  were, 

3.  That  the  defendants  would  be  liable  in  dam^es  to  a 
passenger  who  had  paid  passage-money,  upon  their  contract 
to  deliver  him  safely,  for  slight  negligence  ;  but  to  an  invited 
guest,  who  paid  no  fare,  or  passage-money,  they  will  not  be 
responsible,  unless  the  jury  believe  that  there  was  not  even 
slight  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  agents  of  the  defendants. 

4.  That  the  employer  is  not  responsible  for  the  wilful  act 
of  his  servant  or  agent. 

The  learned  Judge  charged  as  requested  on  the  third  point, 
with  the  explanation,  that  though  all  the  other  agents  of  the 
defendants  acted  with  diligence,  yet,  if  one  of  the  agents  used 
no  diligence  at  all,  then  the  defendants  could  not  be  said  to 
have  shown  slight  diligence. 

The  learned  Judge  also  charged  as  requested  on  the  fourth 
point,  with  this  explanation,  tnat  though  the  master  is  not 
liable  for  the  wilful  act  of  his  servant,  not  done  in  the  course 
of  his  employment  as  servant,  yet,  if  the  servant  disobeys  an 
order  relating  to  his  business,  and  injury  results  from  that 
disobedience,  the  master  is  liable ;  for  it  is  his  duty  to  select 
servants  who  will  obey.  The  disobedience  in  this  case  is  the 
ipta  negligentia,  for  it  is  not  pretended  by  the  defendants  that 
the  Lycoming  was  intentionally  driven  gainst  the  Ariel. 
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IV.  The  learned  Judge  ened  in  i-efuBing  to  charge  as  re- 
quested by  the  5th,  6tli,  and  7th  points  of  the  defendants. 

5.  That  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  conductor  of  the  engine 
Lycoming  wilfully,  and  against  the  express  oi-ders  of  tlie 
officer  of  the  comimny,  communicated  to  him,  by  running  his 
engine  uivon  the  track  above  Port  Clinton,  caused  the  collision, 
•47S1  "defendants  are  not  responsible  for  any  injury  or 

-I  loss  resulting  from  such  wilful  disobedience. 

6.  That  if  the  jury  believe  every  reasonable  and  proper 
precaution  was  taken  to  have  the  track  of  the  railroad  clear 
for  the  passage  of  the  Ariel,  and  the  collision  ensued  solely  by 
reason  of  the  wilful  disobedience  of  the  conductor  of  the 
Lycoming,  and  of  the  express  orders  duly  given  by  an  agent 
of  the  company,  the  plaintiflf  cannot  recover, 

7.  That  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  conductor  of  the  Ly- 
coming, and  nil  the  officers  of  the  company,  in  any  wise 
connected  with  the  collision,  were  carefully  and  prudently 
selected,  and  that  the  collision  ensued,  and  the  injury  resulted 
to  the  plaintiff,  an  invited  guest,  by  the  wilfnl  disobedieuce 
of  one  of  tbem  to  an  order  duly  communicated,  then  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover. 

I.  The  plaintiff  stood  in  such  relation  to  the  defendants  at 
the  time  of  the  accident,  that  he  cannot  by  law  recover. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  stockholder  of  the  defendants  j  he  was 
on  the  road  as  an  invited  guest,  and  paid  no  fare;  was  not 
carried  in  the  way  of  their  business,  nor  in  a  car  used  for 
such  purpose,  lie  voluntaiily  left  the  passenger  train  at 
Reading,  and  took  his  seat  in  the  Ariel,  with  full  knowledge 
of  the  service  to  which  it  was  devoted,  and  the  character  of 
the  engine  itself.  He  was  himself  the  president  of  a  railroad 
company. 

Being  no  passenger,  and  not  carried  bj  the  company,  even 
gratuitously,  in  the  way  of  their  business,  he  was  in  the  car 
and  was  carried  as  a  stockholder  and  a  guest. 

Where  were  his  legal  rights,  and  what  the  obligations  of 
the  defendants? 

It  was  contended : 

1.  That  no  cause  of  action  can  arise  to  any  person  by 
reason  of  the  occurrence  of  an  unintentional  injury  while  he 
is  receiving  or  partaking  of  any  of  those  acts  of  kindness 
which  spring  from  mere  social  relations.  No  contract  exists, 
and  no  such  duty  as  can  give  a  cause  of  action,  is  by  law  cast 
upon  either  party  in  such  relation.  Such  was  the  poeition  of 
the  plaintiff. 

Upon  principles  somewhat  analogous  to  the  one  now  pre- 
sented it  has  been  ruled,  "  Si  un  hoste  invite  ua  al  supper,  et 
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le  iiuit  esteant  farr  spent  et  luy  invite  a  stayer  la  tout  le  nuit, 
fit  B<iit  apres  roLbe  uncore  le  hoste  ne  sena  chaise  pur  ceo, 
oar  ce8t  guest  ne  fuit  ascur  traveller,     1  RoUe,  Abi.,  8. 

"  And  if  a  man  set  hia  horse  at  an  inn,  though  he  lodge  at 
another  place,  that  makes  him  a  guest,  for  the  innkeeper  gains 
l)y  the  horse,  and  therefore  that  makes  the  owner  a  guest, 
though  he  be  absent.  Contra,  if  goods  left  there  by  a  man, 
because  the  innjteeiier  hath  no  advantage  by  them.  York  v. 
Grenaxigh,  2  Ld.  Raym.,  868. 

•"  So  where  one  leaves  his  horse  at  an  inn,  to  stand  rmAiA 
there  by  agreement  at  livery,  although  neither  himself  *- 
nor  any  of  his  servants  lodge  there,  he  is  reputed  a  guest  for 
that  purpose,  and  the  innkeeper  hath  a  valuable  consideration, 
and  if  that  horse  be  stolen,  he  liath  an  action  upon  the  com- 
mon custom  of  the  realm.  But,  rs  in  the  case  at  bar,  where 
he  leaves  goods  to  keep,  whereof  the  defendant  is  not  to  have 
any  benefit,  and  goes  from  thence  for  two  or  three  days,  al- 
though he  saith  he  will  return,  yet  he  is  at  liberty,  and  is  not 
a  guest  during  that  time,  nor  is  the  innkeeper  chargeable  as 
a  common  hostler  for  the  goods  stolen  during  that  time,  un- 
less he  make  a  special  promise  for  the  safe  keeping  of  them, 
and  the  action  ought  to  be  grounded  upon  it."  Greeley  v. 
Clark,  Cro.  Jac,  188. 

"  For  if  a  man  be  lodged  with  another  who  is  not  an  inn- 
holder  on  request,  if  he  be  robbed  in  his  house  by  the  ser- 
vants of  him  who  lodged  him,  or  any  other,  he  shall  not 
answer  for  it."     Cayle&  case,  4  Co.,  32. 

"  And  therefore,  if  a  neighbor  who  is  no  traveller,  as  a 
friend,  at  the  request  of  the  innholder,  lodges  there,  and  his 
goods  be  stolen,  &c.,  he  shall  not  have  an  action."  Cayle't 
eate,  Id.,  88. 

The  principles  on  which  rights  and  obligations,  arising 
from  particular  relations,  are  founded,  are  stated  by  Shaw, 
C.  J,,  in  Farwell  v.  Boston  and  Worcester  Railroad  Co.,  4 
Mete.  (Mass.),  68. 

And  it  may  be  pioper  to  refer  to  that  class  of  cases  based 
upon  the  principle,  that  unless  the  parties  met  upon  the  terms 
of  contract,  none  can  be  inferred,  or,  in  the  words  of  Mr. 
Justice  Williams,  in  Davtea  v.  I>avieB,  (38  Eng.  Com.  L.,  46,) 
that  the  evidence  must  show  "  that  the  parties  came  there 
on  the  terms  that  they  were  to  pay  and  be  paid,  but  if  tliat 
was  not  so,  there  can  be  no  ex  poste  facto  charge  made  on 
either  side." 

And  to  the  same  effect  are  the  actions  brought  upon  claims 
for  services  rendered,  when  the  relations  of  the  parties  do  not 
justify  the  inferenoe  of  contract.     Strine  v.  Partont,  5  Watts 
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&  S.  (Pa.),  357,  The  case  of  a  woman  who  lived  with  the 
decedent  (whose  estate  was  sued)  as  his  wife.  Walker's 
Estate,  3  Rawie  (Pa.),  343.  An  action  by  a  son  for  services 
rendered  after  he  arrived  at  full  age.  And  also  Candor's 
Appeal,  5  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.),  216 ;  Hacks  v.  Stewart,  8  Pa. 
St.,  213. 

2.  The  plaintiff,  being  a  stockholder  as  well  as  guest,  and 
availing  himself  of  an  opportunity  to  inspect,  for  his  own  in- 
terest as  for  that  of  others,  the  line  of  the  road,  their  shops, 
&c.,  he  cannot,  by  reason  also  of  this  relation,  recover. 

He  was  in  the  car,  as  already  stated,  as  a  stockholder,  and 
not  carried  by  the  company  in  the  way  of  their  business,  but 
for  his  own  benefit,  and  for  the  interest  of  other  stockholders 
whom  he  represented,  and  for  whom  he  was  acting  as  agent. 
•4751  ^°  contract  'was  entered  into  with  him,  and  he  occu- 
J  pied,  in  this  regard,  no  other  lelation  than  any  other 
officer,  or  agent  of  the  company  or  coproprietor  of  the  road. 

One  ^ent  injured  by  another  agent,  cannot  recover  from 
their  common  principal.  Farwell  v.  Boiton  ^  Worcester  Rail- 
road Co.,  4  Mete.  (Mass.),  49;  Brown  v.  MaTieell,  6  Hill 
(N.  Y.),  592;  Murray  v.  South  Carolina  Railroad  Co.,  1 
McMnll.  (S.  C),  385 ;  Coon  v.  Railroad  Co.,  6  Barb.  (N.  Y.), 
231 ;  Priettly  v.  Fowler,  3  Mees.  &  W.,  1. 

If  the  defendant  in  error  owned  half  the  stock  of  the  road, 
nr  being  so  the  owner,  the  company  was  unincorporated,  (its 
charter  cannot  affect  this  relation,)  or  if  the  charter  had 
created  an  individual  liability  in  the  shareholders,  what  duty 
did  the  law  impose  upon  the  other  proprietors  towards  him, 
while  he  was  on  the  road  by  their  license,  without  compensa- 
tion, to  inspect  its  condition  for  his  own  benefit  ?  It  is  sub- 
mitted he  went  there  like  any  other  tenant  in  common,  or 
joint  proprietor,  without  right  to  claim  against  his  coproprie- 
tora  for  the  negligence  of  anj'  of  their  common  servants, 

II.  The  plaintiff  suffered  no  damage  fmm  any  act  with 
which  the  defendants  are  by  law  chargeable. 

The  gist  of  the  action  is,  the  neglect  by  the  servant  of  the 
defendants  of  some  duty  imposed  upon  them  by  law,  for  which 
negligence  they  are  sought  to  be  held  resi>on8ible. 

1.  It  is  first  to  be  observed,  that  this  liability  of  the  de- 
fendants, if  any,  is  not  affected  by  their  corporate  character, 
and  if  under  like  circumstances  an  individual  would  not  be 
liable,  a  corporation  will  not. 

"  A  corporation  will  be  liable  for  an  injury  done  by  its  ser^ 
vants,  if  under  like  circumstances  an  individual  would  be  re- 
sponsible." The  First  Baptist  Church  V.  Schenectady  J-  JV. 
R.  R.  Co.,  5  Barb.  (N.  Y.),  79.  "  Indeed  the  same  rule  should 
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be  applied  to  a  corporation  as  sliouUl  be  applied  to  an  indi- 
vidual who  carrieB  on  a  buttinesB  solely  tlirough  the  medium 
of  agents  and  servants."  Pratt,  J.,  Coon  v.  Tke  Uttca  R.  R. 
Co.,  6  Barb.  (N.  Y.),  231 ;  Philadelphia  B.  R.  Co.  v.  WUu 
4  Whart.  (Pa.),  146. 

"The  power  and  duty  of  an  engine  driver  must  be  the  same, 
simply  as  such,  whether  he  be  employed  by  a  corporation  or 
a  joint  stock  company,  or  aa  ordinary  partnership,  or  an  in- 
dividual. The  driver  appointed  by  a  corporation,  or  com- 
pany, or  partnership,  carrying  on  the  business  of  carriers  of 
passengers  or  goods,  must,  as  such,  have  the  same  duties  and 
powers."  Per  Parke,  B.,  3  Wels.,  II.  &  G.,  277  ;  Con.  v.  R. 
R.  Co. 

2.  That  an  individual  would  not,  under  the  facts  in  this 
case,  have  been  liable,  is,  it  is  submitted,  clear,  from  the  fol- 
lowing "authorities,  and  the  principles  upon  which  the  rt.A'TR 
decisions  are  based :  '- 

"  A  master  is  chargeable  with  the  acts  of  his  servant,  but 
when  he  acts  hi  the  execution  of  the  authority  given  him 
by  his  master,  and  then  the  act  of  the  servant  is  the  act  of 
the  master."  Per  Holt,  C.  J.,  Middleton  v.  Fowler,  1  Salk., 
282. 

"  In  civil  matters,  to  render  one  man  amenable  for 
another's  misconduct,  it  must  ever  be  established  that  the 
latter,  in  committing  the  injury,  was  all  the  while  acting 
under  the  authority,  and  with  the  nssent,  express  or  implied, 
of  the  former."     Ham.,  N.  P.,  80. 

"  Hence  it  is,  that  the  principal  is  never  liable  for  the  un- 
authorized, the  wilful,  or  the  malicicns  act  or  tiespass  of  the 
^eut."     Per  Story,  J.,  Princip.  and  Agt.,  §  456. 

In  McManus  v.  Crickett,  Lord  Kenyon  cites  these  cases,  as 
illustrating  the  rule : 

"  If  my  sei-vant,  contrary  to  my  will,  chase  my  be^ts  into 
the  soil  of  another,  1  shall  not  be  punished." 

"  If  I  command  my  servant  to  distrain,  and  he  ride  on  the 
distress,  he  shall  be  punished,  not  1."     1  East,  106. 

"  In  order  to  render  a  master  liable  for  a  trespass  committed 
by  the  servant,  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  the  acts  were  done 
while  the  servant  was  acting  under  the  authority  of  the  mas- 
ter. ...  To  render  him  liable,  it  must  be  shown  that 
the  commission  of  the  tresiMisses  was  in  the  execution  of  his 
order,  or  with  his  assent  or  approbation."  Per  Waite,  J., 
Church  V.  Maui'fieUl,  20  Conn.,  287. 

In  Armstrong  v,  Cooley,  (5  Gill.  (Md.),  512,)  it  was  said, 
by  Treat,  C.  J.,  "Even  when  the  act  is  lawful,  the  ]iriitcipa1 
is  responsible  for  the  manner  of  its  performance,  if  done  in 
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the  course  of  his  employnient,  and  not  in  wilful  violation  of 
his  instnictiuns."  Thus  declaring  that,  in  the  latter  case,  he 
would  not  be  liable. 

'*  It  should  Iiere  be  observed,  that  the  ground  of  the  prin- 
cipal's liability  cannot  be  that  he  has  selected  an  agent  who 
is  more  or  less  unworthy,  and  placed  him  in  a  situation  which 
enables  hitn  to  become  the  instrument  of  mischief  to  his  neigh- 
bor, because  that  would  hold  him  responsible;  not  alone  for 
the  acts  done  by  the  other,  in  his  capacity  louotenus  agent,  but 
even  for  a  wilful  default."     Ham.,  N.  P.,  81. 

This  principle  ia  exemplified  in  the  case  next  cited,  which, 
with  the  following,  it  is  submitted,  rule  the  cause  now  before 
the  court. 

Joel  Y.  Mbrrison,  25  Eng.  Com.  L.  Rep.,  512.  In  this  case, 
the  plaintiff  was  knocked  down  by  the  defendant's  horse  and 
cart,  then  driven  by  one  of  his  servants  accompanied  by 
•4771  ''"Other.  "The  defendant  proved  that  his  hoi-se  and 
J  cart  were  only  in  the  habit  of  being  driven  out  of  the 
city,  and  did  not  go  into  the  city  (where  the  act  happened) 
at  all,  Thesiger,  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  suggested  that  the 
defendant's  servants  might  have  gone  nut  of  their  way,  for 
their  own  purposes,  or  might  have  taken  the  cart  at  a  time 
wheti  it  was  not  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  busincBS,  and  have 
gone  to  pay  a  visit  to  some  friend.  He  was  observing  that, 
under  these  circumstances,  the  defendant  w!ia  liable  for  the 
acts  of  his  eervanta — but,  per  Parke,  B.,  "  He  is  not  liable, 
if,  aa  you  suggest,  these  young  men  took  the  cart  without 
leave. ' 

Wilson  V,  Peverley,  (2  N.  H.,  548,)  was  an  action  on  the 
case  against  the  master.  It  appeared  that,  by  the  defendant's 
orders,  a  fire  was  set  on  his  land,  ai)d  the  charge  of  it  given 
to  a  hired  laborer.  That  the  defendant  left  home,  directing 
the  laborer,  after  setting  the  fire,  to  employ  himself  in  harrow- 
ing other  land  in  the  neighborhood.  That  the  laborer,  after 
his  master's  absence,  and  before  be  commenced  harrowing, 
carried  brands  from  that  fire  into  the  ploughing  field,  to  con- 
sume some  piles  of  wood  and  brush  there  collected,  and  on 
his  way  dropped  some  coals,  from  which  another  fire  arose, 
and  did  all  the  injury  complained  of.  That  carrying  fire 
from  one  field  to  another  was  dangerous,  and  was  not  in  con- 
formity to  any  express  authority  of  his  master;  that  the 
laborer  was  accustomed  to  work  under  the  particular  direc- 
tions of  his  master,  and  could  conveniently  have  harrowed, 
without  First  burning  the  piles  of  wood,  though  to  burn  them 
first  is  the  usual  course  of  good  husbandry.  A  verdict  was 
taken  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opiaioD  of  the  court. 
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Judgment  was  aftei-waids  given  for  the  defendant,  and  the 
Judge  (Woodbury)  said :  "  The  next  ground  on  which  a 
master  is  liable  for  wrongs  of  his  servant,  is,  that  the  wrongs 
are  performed  by  the  servant  in  the  negligent  and  unskilfnl 
execution  nf  business  specially  intrusted  to  the  servant,  but 
the  principle  does  not  reach  wrongu  caused  by  carelessness 
in  the  pertorniaiice  of  an  act,  not  directed  by  the  master,  as  a 
piece  of  business  of  some  third  person,  or  of  the  servant  him- 
self, or  of  the  master,  but  which  the  master  did  not,  either 
expressly  or  impliedly,  direct  him  to  perform.  .  .  .  Thus, 
a  piece  of  labor  might  be  very  properly  performed  at  one 
time,  and  nnt  at  another ;  as,  in  this  case,  the  setting  of  a  tire 
in  the  neighborhood  of  much  combustible  matter.  And  if 
the  master,  when  the  fiie  would  be  highly  dangerous  in  such 
a  place,  forbore  to  direct  it  to  be  kindled,  and  employed  his 
servant  in  other  business,  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  make 
him  liable,  if  the  servant,  before  attending  to  that  business, 
went  in  his  own  discretion,  and  kindled  the  fire  to  the  dam- 
age of  third  persons.  "The  mnater  quoad  hoc,  is  not  ■-•470 
acting  in  person,  or  through  the  servant,  neither  per  ^ 
»e,  nor  per  altttd,  and  the  doctrine  of  respondeat  superior,  dnct 
not  apply  to  such  an  act,  it  being  the  sole  act  of  the  servauL."' 
It  appears  by  the  evidence,  aa  applied  to  these  rules: 

1.  Jones  was  not  acting  in  execution  of  the  authority 
given  him  by  his  master,  the  company,  which  is  deemed  es- 
sential by  Lord  Holt. 

2.  In  committing  the  injury,  he  was  not  all  the  while,  or 
at  any  time,  acting  under  ihe  authority,  or  with  the  assent  of 
the  company,  things,  says  Hammond,  ever  to  be  established 
to  make  the  principal  liable. 

8.  His  act  was  contrary  t<»  the  will  and  express  direction 
of  tlie  company,  which,  under  the  cases  ajjproved  by  Lord 
Kenyon,  in  McManus  v.  Crtckett,  would  discharge  the  master 
from  liability. 

4.  The  company  directed  him  to  do  one  thing,  and  not  to 
do  another ;  yet,  he  did  the  latter,  and  did  not  do  the  former ; 
therefore,  according  to  the  rule  approved  by  Lord  Kenyon, 
he,  and  not  the  company,  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff. 

5.  His  whole  conduct  was  unauthorized  by  the  defendants, 
who  are,  therefore,  not  liable,  under  the  authority  of  Story 
and  Waite,  Js. 

6.  His  acts  were  "  in  wilful  violation  of  his  instructions," 
and,  therefore,  as  stated  in  the  opinion  of  Treat,  C.  J.,  the 
defendants  are  not  liable. 

T.  He  took  and  run  the  car  "without  leave,"  in  which 
case,  says  Parke,  B.,  the  principal  is  "  not  liable." 
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8.  Nor  are  the  defendants  liable  because  Jones  was  in  the 
performance  of  a  piece  of  business  of  the  defendants,  becauBe 
they  did  not,  either  expressly  or  iiiiphedly,  direct  him  to 
perforin  it ;  and  if,  Judge  Woodbury  said,  it  would  be  un- 
reasonable to  make  the  principal  liable  for  an  act  done  by 
the  servant,  without  authority,  but  only  on  his  own  discre- 
tion, with  what  reason  can  the  principal  be  made  responsible 
for  the  wilful  violation  of  his  orders? 

It  is  hence  submitted,  that  the  defendants  are  not  by  law 
chargeable  with  the  damages  resulting  from  the  wilful  and 
disobedient  act  of  one  of  their  servants,  and  that  the  second 
point  is  maintained. 

(The  argument  upon  the  remaining  points,  is  necessarily 
omitted.) 

The  points  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error, 
were  the  same  ruled  by  the  court  below,  and  were  stated  as 
follows : 

•47*11       *The  three  points  made  by  the  defendant  in  error, 
J  and  affirmed  by  his  honor,  Judge  Grier,  who  tried  the 
cause,  are  found  on  tlie  record.     They  are  as  follows : 

I.  That  if  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  upon  the  railroad  of 
the  defendants,  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  by  the  license  of 
the  defendants,  and  was  then  and  there  injured  by  the  negli- 
gence or  disobedience  of  orders  of  the  company's  servants, 
then  and  there  employed  upon  the  said  railroad,  the  defend- 
ants are  liable  for  the  injury  done  to  the  plainti£f  by  suoh 
collision. 

Two  principles  sustain  this  point- 

I.  That  every  person  (or  corporation)  whose  negligence  or 
carelessness  causes  damage  to  another  person,  is  primd  fade 
responsible  to  such  person  therefor. 

II.  That  a  corporation  is  liable  to  third  persons  for  the 
dami^e  done  by  his  servants  through  negligence  or  disobedi- 
ence of  orders,  in  the  course  of  their  employment. 

I.  To  the  first  principle,  as  an  axiom  of  the  law,  it  is  not 
deemed  necessary  to  cite  authorities. 

II.  In  support  of  the  second,  the  authorities  which  follow 
are  cited,  the  principles  being  first  given  as  stated  by  eminent 
text-writers. 

In  Story  on  Agency,  p.  465,  ch.  17,  §  452,  the  rule  is  laid 
down  as  follows : 

"  It  is  a  general  doctrine  of  law,  that,  although  the  princi- 
pal is  not  ordinarily  liable,  (though  he  sometimes  is,)  in  a 
criminal  suit,  for  the  acts  or  misdeeds  of  his  agent,  unless, 
indeed,  he  has  authorized  or  cooperated  in  those  acts  or  mis- 
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deeds ;  ret,  he  is  held  liable  to  thii-d  persons  in  a  civil  suit 
for  the  n-auds,  deceits,  concealments,  misrepresentations,  torts, 
negligences,  and  other  inalfeasaucea  or  niisfeasancee  and 
omissions  of  duty  of  his  agent  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, although  the  principal  did  not  authorize,  or  justiiy,  or 
participate  in,  or,  indeed,  know  of  such  misconduct,  or  even 
if  he  forbade  them,  or  disappi'oved  of  them.  In  all  such 
cases,  the  rule  applies,  Respondeat  guperior  ;  and  it  is  founded 
upon  public  policy  and  convenience;  for  in  no  other  way 
could  there  he  any  safety  to  third  persons  Id  their  dealings, 
either  directly  with  the  principals,  or  indirectly  with  him 
through  the  instrumentality  of  agents.  In  every  such  case, 
the  principal  holds  out  his  agent  as  competent,  and  fit  to  be 
trusted ;  and  thereby,  in  effect,  he  warrants  his  fidelity  and 
good  conduct  in  all  matters  of  the  agency."  And  in  note  2, 
the  learned  author,  in  commenting  upon  a  p&ea&ge  in  1  Bl. 
Com.,  432,  adds,  "for  the  master  is  liable  for  the  wrong  and 
negligence  of  his  servant,  just  as  much  when  it  has  been  done 
contrary'  to  his  orders  and  against  liis  intent,  as  he  is,  when 
he  has  cooperated  in,  or  known  the  wrong," 

•"A  master  is  ordinarilyliahle  tt  I  answer  in  a  civil  suit  i-«4<>a 
for  the  tortious  or  wrongful  acts  of  his  servant,  if  tlioae  '■ 
acts  are  done  in  the  course  of  his  employment  in  his  master's 
service;  the  maxims  applicable  to  such  cases,  being,  Respondeat 
superior,  3,ad  Qui  facit  per  alium^  facit  per  »e.  This  rule,  with 
some  few  exceptions,  is  of  universal  application,  whether  the 
act  of  the  servant  be  one  of  omission  or  commission,  whether 
negligent,  fraudulent,  or  deceitful,  or  even  if  it  be  an  act  of 
positive  malfeasance  or  misconduct ;  if  it  be  done  in  the 
course  of  his  employment  his  master  is  responsible  for  it, 
civiliter,  to  third  persons.  And  it  makes  no  diflPereuce  that 
the  master  did  not  authorize,  or  even  know  of  the  servant's 
act  or  neglect ;  for  even  if  he  disapproved  of  or  forbade  it, 
he  is  equally  liable,  if  the  act  be  done  in  the  course  of  the 
servant  s  employment."  Smith  on  Mast.  &  S.,  p,  152 ;  Law 
Lib.,  Jao„  1852,  p.  130. 

"If  a  servant  is  acting  in  the  execution  of  his  master's 
orders,  and  by  his  negligence  causes  injury  to  a  third  party, 
the  master  will  be  responsible,  although  the  servant's  act  was 
not  necessary  for  the  proper  [jerformance  of  his  duty  to  his 
master,  or  was  even  contrary  to  his  master's  orders."  Smitli 
on  Mast,  &  S,,  p.  157;  Law  Lib.,  Jan.,  1852,  p.  134. 

The  following  authorities  establish  conclusively  the  princi- 
ples above  stated.  Sleath  \.  WiUon,  9  Car.  &  P,,  607  (38 
E,  C.  L„  249). 

If  a  servant,  without  his  master's  knowledge,  take  his  mas- 
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ter's  carriage  out  of  the  coach-houae,  and  with  it  commit  an 
injury,  the  master  is  not  liable ;  becaiiBe  he  has  not  in  such 
case  intrusted  the  servant  with  the  carriage.  But  whenever 
the  master  lias  intrusted  the  servant  with  the  control  of  the 
carriage,  it  is  no  answer  that  the  servant  acted  improperly 
iti  the  inanageinent  of  it;  but  the  master,  in  such  case,  will 
be  liable,  because  he  has  put  it  in  the  servant's  power  to  mis- 
manage the  carriage,  by  intrusting  him  with  it.  Therefore, 
where  a  servant,  having  set  his  master  dowu  in  Stamford 
street,  was  directed  by  Mm  to  put  up  in  Castle  street,  Leices- 
ter Square  ;  but  instead  of  so  doing,  went  to  deliver  a  parcel 
of  his  own,  in  the  Old  Street  Road,  and  in  returning  along  it, 
drove  against  an  old  woman,  and  injured  her ;  it  was  held, 
that  the  master  was  responsible  for  his  servant's  act. 

Mr.  Justice  Erskine  states  the  law  in  the  clearest  manner. 

"  Whenever  the  master  has  intrusted  the  servant  with  the 
control  of  the  carriage,  it  is  no  answer  that  the  servant  acted 
improperly  in  the  management  of  it.  If  it  were,  it  might  be 
contended  that  if  a  master  directs  his  servant  to  drive  slowly, 
and  the  servant  disobeys  his  orders  and  drives  fast,  and 
through  his  negligence  occasions  an  injury,  the  master  will 
*4Sn  "'*''  ^^  liable.  'But  that  is  not  the  law:  the  master, 
^  in  such  a  case,  will  be  liable,  and  the  ground  is,  that 
he  has  put  it  in  the  servant's  power  to  mismanage  the  car- 
riage, by  intrusting  him  with  it." 

The  case  of  Joel  v.  Morrison,  (6  Can.  &  P.,  501,  25 
E.  C.  L.,  511),  is  to  the  same  point, — but  the  servant  in  that 
case  was  acting  against  his  master's  implied  commands,  and 
not  his  express.  The  master  was  held  liable.  In  Broom  v. 
Copley,  (T  Mann.  &  G.,  566,  49  E.  C.  L.,  566,)  Sergeant 
Talfourd,  arguendo,  puts  the  case,  previously  put  W  way  of 
illustration  by  Mr.  Justice  Erskine,  in  Sleath  v.  irihon, — 
"  As,  if  a  coachman  were  driving  his  master,  and  were  or- 
dered not  to  drive  so  fast,  but  he  nevertheless  continued  to 
do  so,  the  master  would  be  responsible  for  the  injury,"  To 
which  Mr.  Justice  Cresswell  assents,  saying, — "  In  that  case, 
the  coachman  would  still  be  driving  for  his  master,  though 
driving  badly." 

It  is  not  pretended,  in  the  present  case,  that  Jones  dis- 
obeyed the  order  given  him,  to  attend  to  any  private  busi- 
ness of  hifl  own  ;  he  was  still  "  driving "  (his  locomotive) 
"  for  his  master,"  "  though  driving  badly," 

Nor  did  the  damage  ensue  from  the  breach  of  the  express 
order  not  to  run  up  the  railroad  until  the  Ariel  had  paissed. 
Jones  ran  his  locomotive  up  the  road  without  harming  any 
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one.     It  was  on  hia  retnru  down  the  road  that  he  encouD- 
tered  the  Ariel. 

And  in  Croft  t.  AUxon,  (4  Bam.  &  Aid.,  590,  6  E.  C.  L., 
528,)  in  an  action  for  the  negligent  driving  of  the  defend- 
ant's coachman,  whereby  the  plamtilTs  carriage  was  upset,  it 
appeared  that  the  accident  arose  from  the  defendant's  coacli- 
nian  striking  the  plaintiff's  horses  with  his  whip,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  they  moved  forward,  and  the  eaniage  was 
overturned.  At  the  time,  when  the  horses  were  struck,  tlie 
two  carriages  were  entangled.  The  defendant  was  held  lia- 
ble for  the  damage  causeaby  his  servant's  act,  although  wan- 
ton, aa  it  was  done  in  pursuance  of  his  employment.  And 
per  curiam,  "The  distinction  is  this:  if  a  servant  driving  a 
carriage,  in  order  to  effect  some  purpose  of  his  own,  wantonly 
strikes  the  horses  of  another  person,  and  produce  the  acci- 
dent, the  master  will  not  be  liable.  But  if,  in  order  to  per- 
form his  master's  orders,  he  strikes,  hut  injudiciously,  and  in 
order  to  extricate  himself  from  a  difficulty,  that  will  be  neg- 
ligent and  careless  conduct,  for  which  tlie  master  will  be  lia- 
ble, being  an  act  done  in  pursuance  of  the  servant's  emjiloy- 
ment." 

The  third  point  of  the  defendant  in  error,  and  sustained 
by  hia  Honor  who  tried  the  cause,  is  as  follows : 

III.  That  if  the  collision  by  which  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured 'was  occasioned  by  the  locomotive  Lycoming,  rajoo 
then  driven  negligently,  or  in  disobedience  of  orders,  '■ 
upon  the  said  road,  by  J.  P.  Jones,  one  of  the  company's 
servants,  then  having  control  or  command  of  the  said  loco- 
motive, that  the  defendants  are  liable  for  the  injury  to  the 
plaintiff,  caused  by  snch  collision. 

This  point  merely  applies  the  general  principles  of  the  first 
point  to  the  facts  proved,  and  is  virtually  comprehended  in 
it.     It  therefore  needs  no  further  notice. 

The  second  point  of  the  defendant  in  error,  sustained  by 
his  Honor,  who  tried  the  cause,  is  as  follows: 

n.  That  if  the  defendants,  by  their  servants,  undertook  to 
convey  the  plaintiff  along  the  Reading  Itnilroud,  in  the  car 
Ariel,  and  while  bo  conveying  him,  through  the  gioss  negli- 
gence of  the  servants  of  the  company,  tlien  ono  there  em- 
ployed upon  the  said  railroad,  the  collision  occurred  by 
which  the  plaintiff  was  injured,  that  the  defendants  are  liable 
for  the  injury  done  to  the  plaintiff  by  such  collision,  although 
no  compensation  was  to  be  paid  to  the  company  for  such 
conveyance  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  principle  of  this  point  is  identical  with  that  of  the  sec- 
ond point  presented  by  the  plaintifEs  in  error  themselves,  and 
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which  was  <liily  affirmed  by  hie  Honor  in  his  chai^,  and  the 
principle  is  in  entiie  harmony  with  the  third  point  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  error,  which  was  also  duly  affirmed  by  his  Honor, 

As  both  parties,  tberefuie,  seem  to  have  j^eed  in  their 
views  on  these  points  as  presented  as  above  to  nis  Honor  for 
adoption,  and  which  were  duly  adopted  by  him,  it  can  hardly 
be  necessary  to  refer  to  the  authorities  ou  which  the  doctriue 
is  based. 

The  leading  case  in  point  is  that  of  Coffgs  v.  Barnard,  (L. 
Raym.,  909,)  the  celebrated  case  under  the  law  of  bailments. 
The  principle  of  that  case  is  that,  "  If  a  man  undertakes  to 
carry  goods  safely  and  securely,  he  is  responsibie  for  any 
damage  they  may  sustain  in  the  carriage  through  his  neglect, 
though  he  was  not  a  common-carrier,  and  was  to  have  noth- 
ing for  the  carriage." 

This  case  has  been  commented  upon  with  great  ability, 
and  at  much  length  in  1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.,  p.  82,  and  the 
American  authorities  upon  the  point  are  collected  by  Messrs. 
Hare  and  Wallace,  p.  227. 

Mr.  Smith  states  t)ie  general  principle  in  these  words,  viz. 
"The  confidence  induced  by  undertaking  any  service  for 
another,  is  a  sufficient  legal  consideration  to  create  a  duty  in 
the  performance  of  it." 

Among  the  uumeroua  American  cases  affirming  this  princi- 
ple, is  Thome  v.  Geaa,  (4  Johns.  (N.  Y.),  84,)  in  which  Chief 
•48^1  ''^''^^''^^  Kent  *says,  "If  a  party  who  makes  this  en- 
gftgeiTient,"  (the  gratuitous  performance  of  business 
for  another,)  "enters  upon  the  execution  of  the  business, 
and  does  it  amiss,  through  the  want  of  due  care,  by  which 
damage  ensues  to  the  other  party,  an  action  will  lie  for  this 
misfeasance." 

A  principle  to  which  the  defendant  in  error's  second  point 
also  refers,  is  the  liability  of  an  unpaid  agent  for  gross  negli- 
gence only. 

In  the  later  cases,  the  English  courts  have  found  consider- 
able difficulty  in  distinguishing  with  precision  between  negli- 
gence and  gross  negligence.  In  Wihon  v.  Brett,  (11  Mees.  & 
W.,  118,)  Baron  Rolfe  observes,  "  that  he  could  see  no  differ- 
ence between  negligence  and  gross  negligence;  that  it  was 
the  same  thing,  with  the  addition  of  a  vituperative  epithet." 

And  see  tmre  and  Wallace's  American  note,  p.  242,  with 
the  American  cases  there  cited,  and  which  are  collected  and 
commented  on  at  much  length,  and  the  true  principle  stated, 
that  any  negligent  conduct,  which  causes  injury  or  loss,  is 
actionable. 

The  defendant  in  error  might  perhaps  have  been  entitled 
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to  ask  the  benefit  of  a  rule  le&s  ligid  iti  ibi  bearing  upon  him- 
self ;  but  as  the  conduct  of  tlie  railroad  conipany  in  discharg- 
ing Junes,  the  conductor,  tthuwed  their  own  estimate  of  the 
groesneBS  of  the  negligence  in  question,  the  defendant  in  etror 
was  content  to  aek  the  ruling  of  the  [xiint  in  its  milder  form, 
and  the  finding  of  the  jury  established  the  grossnese  of  the 
negligence.  The  question  of  what  is  gross  negligence  being 
for  the  jury,  see  Slomr  v.  (}owen,  6  Shepl.  (Me,),  174 ;  Whit- 
ney V.  £ee,  8  Mete.  (Mass.),  91 ;  Angell  on  Carriers,  p.  12. 

Mr.  Justice  GRIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Derby,  the  plaintiff  below,  to 
recover  damages  for  an  injury  suffered  on  the  railroad  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  error.  The  peculiar  facts  of  the  case,  involving 
the  questions  of  law  presented  for  our  consideration,  are 
these : 

The  plaintiff  below  was  himself  the  president  of  another 
raili-oad  company,  and  a  stockholder  in  this.  He  was  on  the 
road  of  defendants  by  invitiitiun  of  the  president  of  the  com- 
pany, not  in  the  usual  passenger  cars,  but  in  a  small  loco- 
motive oar  used  for  the  convenience  of  the  ufGcers  of  the 
company,  and  paid  no  fare  for  his  tranuportntion.  The  injury 
to  his  peraon  was  caused  by  coming  into  collision  with  a 
locomotive  and  tender,  in  the  chLirge  of  an  agent  or  servant 
of  the  conipany,  which  was  on  the  same  track,  and  moving  in 
an  opposite  direction.  Another  agent  of  the  company,  in  the 
exercise  of  proper  care  and  caution,  had  given  orders  to  keep 
this  track  clear.  The*" 
acted  in  disobedience  i 
and  thus  caused  tlie  collision. 

The  instructions  given  by  the  court  below,  at  the  instance 
of  plaintiff,  as  well  as  those  requested  by  the  defendant,  and 
refused  by  the  court,  taken  together,  involve  hut  two  dis- 
tinct points,  which  have  been  the  subject  of  exception  here, 
and  are  in  substance  as  follows : 

1.  The  court  instructed  the  juiy,  that  if  the  plaintiff  was 
lawfully  on  the  road  at  tlie  time  of  the  collision,  and  the  col- 
lision and  consequent  injury  to  him  were  caused  by  the  gi'oss 
negligence  of  one  of  the  servants  of  the  defendants,  then  and 
there  employed  on  the  road,  he  is  entitled  to  recover,  notwith- 
standing the  circumstances  given  in  evidence,  and  relied  upon 
by  defendant's  counsel  as  forming  a  defence  to  the  action,  to 
wit :  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  stockholder  in  the  company, 
riding  by  invitation  of  the  president — paying  no  fore,  and  not 
in  the  usual  passenger  cars,  &c. 

2.  That  the  fact  that  the  engineer  having  the  control  of 
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the  colliding  loconuttive,  was  forbidden  to  run  on  that  track 
at  the  time,  and  had  acted  in  disobedience  of  such  orders,  was 
not  a  defence  to  the  action. 

Ist.  In  support  of  the  objections  to  the  first  instruction,  it 
18  alleged,  "  that  no  cause  of  action  can  arise  to  any  person  by 
reason  of  the  occurrence  of  an  unintentional  injury,  while  he 
is  receiving  or  partaking  of  any  of  those  acts  of  kindness 
which  spring  from  mere  social  relations;  and  that  as  there 
was  no  contract  between  the  parties,  express  or  implied,  the 
law  would  raise  no  duty  as  between  them,  for  the  neglect  of 
which  an  action  can  be  sustained." 

In  support  of  these  positions,  the  cases  between  innkeeper 
and  guest  have  been  cited,  such  as  1  Rolle,  Abr.,  3,  where  it 
is  said,  "  If  a  host  invite  one  to  supper,  and  the  night  being 
far  spent,  he  invites  him  to  stay  all  night,  and  the  guest  be 
robbed,  yet  the  host  shall  not  be  chargeable,  because  the 
guest  was  not  a  traveller; "  and  Cayle'g  cage,  (4  Co.|  52,)  to 
the  same  effect,  showing  that  the  peculiar  liability  of  an  inn- 
keeper arises  from  the  consideration  paid  for  his  entertaia- 
ment  of  travellers,  and  does  not  exist  in  the  case  of  gratuitous 
lodging  of  friends  or  guests.  The  case  of  Farwell  v.  The 
Boiton  and  Worcester  Railroad  Company,  (4  Mete.  (Mass.), 
47,)  has  been  also  cited,  showing  that  the  master  is  not  liable 
for  any  injury  received  by  one  of  his  servants,  in  consequence 
of  the  carelessness  of  another,  while  both  are  eng^ed  in  the 
same  service. 

But  we  are  of  opinion,  that  these  cases  have  no  application 
to  the  present.  The  liability  of  the  defendants  below,  for  the 
negligent  and  injurious  act  of  their  servant,  is  not  necessarily 
MftSl  *^o'*i'ded  on  any  contract  or  privity  between  the  par- 
■'  ties,  nor  affected  by  any  relation,  social  or  otherwise, 
which  they  bore  to  each  other.  It  is  true,  a  traveller,  by 
stage  coach,  or  other  public  conveyance,  who  is  injured  by 
the  negligence  of  the  driver,  has  an  action  against  the  owner, 
founded  on  his  contract  to  carry  hiiu  safely.  But  the  maxim 
of  "  respondeat  superior,'"  which,  by  legal  imputation,  makes 
the  master  liable  for  the  acts  of  his  servant,  is  wholly  irre- 
spective of  any  contract,  express  or  implied,  or  any  other 
relation  between  the  injured  party  and  the  master.  If  one 
be  lawfully  on  the  street  or  h^hway,  and  another's  servant 
carelessly  drives  a  stage  or  carriage  i^ainst  him,  and  injures 
his  property  or  person,  it  is  no  answer  to  an  action  against 
the  master  for  such  injury,  either,  that  the  plaintiff  was  riding 
for  pleasure,  or  that  he  was  a  stockholder  in  the  road,  or  that 
he  had  not  paid  his  toll,  or  that  he  was  the  guest  of  the  de- 
fendant, or  riding  in  a  carriage  borrowed  from  him,  or  that 
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the  defendant  was  the  friend,  benefactor,  oi'  brother  of  the 
j)laiiitifF.  Tlieae  arguments,  arising  from  the  social  or  domes- 
tic relations  of  life  may,  in  8ome  cases,  snccessfully  appeal  to 
the  feelings  of  the  plaintiff,  but  will  usually  have  little  effect 
where  the  defendant  is  a  corporation,  which  is  itself  incapable 
of  such  relations  or  the  reciprocation  of  such  feelings. 

In  tliis  view  of  the  case,  if  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  on 
the  road  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  the  court  were  right  in 
instructing  the  jury  that  none  of  the  antecedent  circum- 
stances, or  accidents  of  his  situation,  could  affect  his  right  to 
recover. 

It  is  a  fact  peculiar  to  this  case,  that  the  defendants,  who 
are  liable  for  the  act  of  their  servant  coming  down  the  road, 
are  also  the  carriers  who  were  conveying  the  plaintiff  up  the 
road,  and  that  their  servants  immediately  engaged  in  trans- 
porting the  plaintiff  were  not  guilty  of  any  negligence,  or  in 
fault  for  the  collision.  But  we  would  not  have  it  inferred, 
from  what  has  beeu  said,  that  the  circumstances  alleged  in 
the  first  point  would  affect  the  case,  if  the  negligence  which 
caused  the  injury  had  been  committed  by  the  agents  of  the 
company  who  were  in  the  immediate  care  of  the  engine  and 
car  in  which  the  plaintiff  rode,  and  he  was  compelled  to  rely 
on  these  counts  of  his  declaration,  founded  on  the  duty  of 
the  defendant  to  cariy  him  safely.  This  duty  does  not  result 
alone  from  the  consideration  paid  for  the  service.  It  is  im- 
posed by  the  law,  even  where  the  service  is  gratuitous.  "  The 
confidence  induced  by  undertaking  any  service  for  another  is 
a  sufficient  legal  consideration  to  create  a  duty  in  the  per- 
formance of  it."  See  Coggg  v.  Bernard,  and  cases  cited  in  1 
Smith,  Lead.  Cas.,  95.  It  is  true,  a  distinction  has  been 
taken,  in  some  cases,  between  simple  negligence,  and  great  or 
gross  negligence ;  and  it  is  said,  that  one  who  *acts  rmAoa 
gratuitously  is  liable  only  for  the  latter.  But  this  case  '- 
does  not  call  upon  us  to  define  the  difference  (if  it  be  capable 
of  definition),  as  the  verdict  has  found  this  to  be  a  case  of 
gross  negligence. 

When  carriers  undertake  to  convey  persons  by  the  power- 
ful but  dangerous  agency  of  steam,  public  policy  and  safety 
require  that  they  be  held  to  the  greatest  possible  care  and 
diligence.'  And  whether  the  consideration  for  such  transpor- 
tation be  pecuniary  or  otherwise,  the  personal  safety  of  the 
passengers  should  not  be  left  to  the  sport  of  chance  or  the 

1  Reaffibkbd.  iSeamboal  New  Citbb.  Tht  City  of  Paitama,  II  OUo, 
World  V.  King,   16   How.,  469,  474.    462. 
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negligence  of  careless  agente.  Any  negligence,  in  auch  cases, 
may  well  deserve  the  epithet  of  "gross."' 

In  this  view  of  the  case,  also,  we  think  there  was  no  error 
in  the  first  instruction. 

2.  The  second  instmction  inTolves  the  question  of  the  lia- 
bility of  the  niiister  where  the  servant  is  in  the  course  of  his 
employment,  but,  in  the  matter  complained  of,  has  acted  con- 
trary to  the  express  command  of  his  master. 

The  iTile  of  "  respondeat  superior,"  or  that  the  master  shall 
be  civilly  liable  for  the  tortious  acts  of  his  servant,  is  of  uni- 
versal application,  whether  the  act  be  one  of  omission  or  com- 
mission, whether  negligent,  fraudulent,  or  deceitful.  If  it  be 
done  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  the  master  is  liable  ; 
and  it  makes  no  difference  that  the  master  did  not  authorize, 
oi  even  know  of  the  servant's  act  or  neglect,  or  even  if  he 
disapproved  or  forbade  it,  he  is  equally  liable,  if  the  act  be 
done  in  the  couree  of  his  servant's  employment.  See  Story 
on  Agency,  §  452  ;  Smith  on  Mast.  &  S.,  152. 

There  may  be  found,  in  some  of  the  numerous  cases  re- 
ported on  tliis  subject,  dicta  which,  when  severed  from  the 
oontext,  might  seem  to  countenance  the  doctrine  that  the 
master  is  not  liable  if  the  act  of  his  servant  was  in  disobedi- 
ence of  bis  orders.  But  a  more  careful  examination  will  show 
that  they  depended  on  the  question,  whether  the  servant,  at 
the  time  he  did  the  act  complained  of,  was  acting  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  or  in  other  words,  whether  he  was 
or  was  not  at  the  time  in  the  relation  of  servant  to  the  de- 
fendant. 

The  case  of  Sleath  v.  Wihon  (9  Car.  &.  P.,  607),  states  the 
law  in  such  cases  distinctly  and  correctly. 

In  that  case  a  servant,  having  his  master's  carrii^  and 
horses  in  his  possession  and  control,  was  directed  to  take  them 
to  a  certain  place ;  but  instead  of  doing  so  he  went  in  another 
direction  to  deliver  a  parcel  of  his  own,  and  returning,  drove 
gainst  an  old  woman  and  injured  her.  Here  the  master  was 
held  liable  for  the  act  of  the  servant,  though  at  the  time  he 
committed  the  offence,  he  was  acting  in  disregard  of  his 
*4A71  'I'l^t^i''^  orders;  because  the  master  had  intrusted 
J  the  carriage  to  the  control  and  care,  and  in  driving  it 
he  was  acting  iu  the  course  of  his  employment.  Mr.  Justice 
Erskine  remarks,  in  this  case :  "  It  is  quite  clear  that  if  a  ser- 
vant, without  his  master's  knowledge,  takes  his  master's  car- 
riage out  of  the  coach-house,  and  with  it  commits  an  injury, 

'  Followed.     Pfmuylpania  Co.  t.    aood,  17  Wall.,  374 ;  IndianapolU  j«. 
Bat,  12  Othi,  455;  s.  c,  1  Morr.  Tr.,    R.R.C0.T.  Bortt.  S  Otto,  SM. 
171.    Qdoibd.    Bailroad  Q>.  t.  Lock- 
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the  master  is  not  answerable,  and  on  this  around,  that  ttie 
master  has  not  intrusted  the  servant  with  the  carriage;  but 
whenever  the  master  has  intrusted  the  servant  with  the  con- 
trol of  the  carriage,  it  is  no  answer,  that  the  servant  acted 
improperly  in  the  management  of  it.  If  it  were,  it  might  he 
eoiiteuded  that  if  a  master  dii'ccts  his  servant  to  drive  slowly, 
and  the  servant  disobeys  his  orders,  and  drives  fast,  and 
through  his  negligence  occasions  an  injury,  the  master  will 
not  be  liable.  But  that  is  not  the  law  ;  the  master,  in  such 
a  case,  will  be  liable,  and  the  ground  is,  that  he  has  put  it  in 
the  servant's  power  to  misman^e  the  carriage,  by  intrusting 
him  with  it." 

Although,  among  the  numerous  cases  on  this  subject,  some 
may  be  found  (such  as  the  case  of  Lamb  v.  Palk,  9  Carr. 
&  P.,  629}  in  which  the  court  have  made  some  distinc- 
tions which  are  rather  subtile  and  astute,  as  to  when  the  ser- 
vant may  be  said  to  be  acting  in  the  employ  of  his  master; 
yet  we  find  no  case  which  asserts  the  doctrine  that  a  master 
is  not  liable  for  the  acts  of  a  servant  in  his  employment, 
when  the  particular  act  causing  the  injury  was  done  in  disre- 
gard of  the  general  orders  or  special  command  of  the  master. 
Such  a  qu^ification  of  the  maxim  of  reipondeat  tuperior, 
would,  in  a  measure,  nullify  it.  A  lai^e  proportion  of  the 
accidents  on  railroads  are  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the 
servants  or  agents  of  the  company.  Nothing  but  the  most 
stringent  enforcement  of  discipline,  and  the  most  esact  and 
perfect  obedience  to  every  rule  and  order  emanating  from  a 
superior,  can  insure  safety  to  life  and  property.  The  intrust- 
ing such  a  powerful  and  dangerous  engine  as  a  locomotive, 
to  one  who  will  not  submit  to  control,  and  render  implicit 
obedience  to  orders,  is  itself  an  act  of  negligence,  the  "cauga 
eaiuam  "  of  the  mischief ;  while  the  proximate  cause,  or  the 
ipia  negligentia  which  pn>duces  it.  may  truly  be  said,  in  most 
cases,  to  be  the  disobedience  of  orders  by  the  servant  so 
intrusted.  If  such  disobedience  could  be  set  up  by  a  rail- 
road company  as  a  defence,  wlien  charged  with  negligence, 
the  remedy  of  the  injured  party  would  in  most  cases  be  illu- 
sive, discipline  would  be  relaxed,  and  the  danger  to  the  life 
and  limb  of  the  traveller  greatly  enhanced.  Any  relaxation 
of  the  stringent  policy  and  principles  of  the  law  affecting 
such  cases,  would  he  highly  detrimental  to  public  safety. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  ia  therefore  affirmed. 

*Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  dissents  from  the  decision  of  r^ioo 
this  court  in  this  cause,  upon  the  ground  that  the  said  *- 
railroad  company  being  a  corporation,  created  by  the  State 
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of  Pennsylvania,  is  not  capable  of  pleading  or  being  im- 
pleiideJ.  under  the  2d  section  of  tlie  3(1  article  of  the  consti- 
tution, in  iiny  of  the  courts  of  the  Ujiited  States ;  and  that 
therefore  the  Circuit  Court  could  not  take  cognizance  of  the 
controversy  between  that  corporation  and  the  plaintiff  in  that 
court. 

ORDER. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record,  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania,  and  was  argued  by  connsel. 
On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  and  ad- 
judged, by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  circuit 
court,  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed, 
with  costs  and  interest  until  the  same  is  p^d  at  the  same 
rate  per  annum  that  similar  judgments  bear  in  the  courts  of 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania. 


Hbnby  Webster,  Plaintifp  in  error,  v.  Peter  Cooper. 

A  will,  execDted  in  1777,  which  deviteil  certain  lands  In  Maine,  to  tnutee*  uid 
their  heir*  to  the  uai;  of  Richard  (the  ion  of  tiie  teelator]  for  life,  remun- 
der,  for  hia  life  in  ctue  of  forfeiture,  to  the  tniElees  to  preserre  contingent 
remunderg ;  remainder  to  the  BonB  of  Ricliard,  if  any,  as  tenants  in  common 
in  tail,  willi  cross  remainders;  remainder  to  Richard's  daughler  ICiizabeCh, 
for  life ;  remainder  to  truBleos  to  preserve  contingent  remainders  during  lier 
life;  remainder  to  the  sons  of  Elizabeth  in  tail, — did  nut  vest  tlie  legal 
estate  in  fee  simple  in  Che  trustees.  Tlie  life  estate  of  Uicliard,  and  the 
contingent  remainders  limited  Itiereon,  were  legal  estates. 

Ho  duUei  were  imposed  on  tlie  trustees  which  could  prevent  the  legal  estate 
in  these  lands  from  vesting  in  the  ceiltiit  i/hi  iite;  and  althnugli  such  ituliet 
might  have  been  required  of  them  relating  to  other  lands  in  the  devise,  jet 
this  circumstance  would  not  control  the  construction  of  the  devise  as  to 
these  lands, 

'Hie  devise  to  Elizabeth  for  life,  remainder  to  her  sons  as  tcnnnti  in  common, 
sliare  and  share  alike,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  did  not  give  an  estate 
tail  to  Elizabeth,  under  the  rule  in  SMl^'i  ctiiu.  But  upon  lier  death,  her 
son  (the  partj  to  the  suit)  took  as  a  purchaser,  an  estate  tail  in  one  inoiety  of 
the  land,  as  a  tcnitnt  in  common  with  his  brother. 

One  of  the  conditions  of  the  devise  was,  that  this  party,  as  soon  as  lie  should 
come  into  possession  of  the  lands,  should  take  the  name  of  tlie  testator. 
But  as  he  had  not  yet  come  into  possession,  and  it  was  a  condilion  subse- 
quent, of  which  only  the  person  to  whom  the  lands  were  devised  over,  could 
take  advantage,  a  non-compliance  with  it  was  no  defence,  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  possession  of  the  land. 

The  son.  taking  an  estate  tail  at  the  death  of  Eiizabeth,  in  1S4C,  could  main- 
tain a  writ  of  entry,  and  until  that  time  had  no  right  of  possession.  Con- 
sequently, Che  adverse  possession  of  the  occupant  only  tiegan  then. 

In  1818,  the  Legislature  of  Maine  passed  an  act  declaring  Chat  no  real  or 
mixed  Action  should  be  commenced  or  maintained  aniust  mj  poton  ic 
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in  of  lands.  *whcrc  «uch  perton  had  been  in  actual  poiieuion  ruga 
e  iKan  forty  yours,  olsimmg  to  hold  tht  Banie  in  hii  own  L^^** 
rig;ht,  and  n-hii:)!  poHcsBiun  ahould  have  been  adverse,  open,  peaceable, 
notorious,  and  exclusive.  This  act  was  passed  luro  years  after  the  suit  was 
commenced. 

The  effect  of  this  act  was  to  make  the  loisin  of  the  occupant  during  tlie 
lifetime  of  Glizaheth,  adverse  against  her  son,  wlien  he  had  no  right  of 
possession. 

This  net,  wliich  thus  purported  to  take  away  properly  from  one  man  and 
vest  it  in  anotlier,  was  contrary  to  the  constitution  of  (he  Slate  of  Maine, 
as  expounded  by  the  highest  courts  of  law  in  that  Slate.  And  as  this 
court  looks  to  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  a  State  to  explain  it*  statutes, 
there  is  no  reason  vhy  it  should  not  also  look  to  them  to  expound  its 
consdtution.i 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Maine. 
The  facts  are  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Upon  the  trial  in  the  Circuit  Court,  the  demandant'ij 
(Webster's}  counsel,  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  as 
follows : 

1.  That  the  act  of  the  Legislature  of  Maine,  of  the  year 
1848,  ch.  87,  is  not  applicable  to  any  case  in  which  the  title 
of  the  demandant  had  accrued  before  the  passive  of  said  act. 

2.  That  said  act  is  not  applicable  to  the  present  action, 
the  same  having  been  commenced  before  the  pass^e  of  said 
act. 

8.  That  said  act  is  void,  because  it  is  in  violation  of  the 
constitution  of  the  State  of  Maine,  (Art.  1,  §  21,)  and  be- 
cause it  is  retrospective  in  its  ojieration  upon  vested  rights  of 
the  demandant. 

4.  That  said  act  is  void,  because  it  is  in  violation  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  as  being  a  law  impairing 
the  obligation  of  contracts. 

5.  That  by  the  true  and  legal  construction  of  the  will  of 
Florentius  Vassal],  said  Elizabeth  Vassall  took  only  an  estate 
for  life  in  the  demanded  premises. 

6.  That  by  the  true  and  legal  construction  of  the  will  of 
Florentins  Vassall,  the  demandant  took  a  remainder  in  tail 
male,  as  tenant  in  common  with  said  Henry  Edward  Fox,  in 
the  demanded  premises  expectant  on  the  life  estate  of  said 
Elizabeth  Vassall. 

7.  That  the  defendant  is  not  barred  from  recovering  one 

>  Cited.     LrffivgireB  y.   Warrm,  2  Co.  t.  Orion,  6  Snwy.,  IM ;  Turrtn-  t. 

Black,  603.     See  also  Daeit  r.  Grau,  Fortler.    129    Mass.,    663;    <tuimbg    T. 

18  Wall.,  230 ;  Railroad  Co.  t.  Gainn,  Haten,  64  Vt.,  140. 
7  Otto,  eW;   Seullitm  Pmific  R.  E. 
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undivided  half  of  the  demanded  premises  by  tlie  statutes  of 
limitation  of  tlie  States  of  Maine  or  Massachusetts,  or  any 
of  them. 

8.  That  if  the  demandant  shows  a  right  to  recover  one 
undivided  lialf  of  the  demanded  premises,  he  may  recover 
ttie  same  under  the  writ  in  this  case,  although  he  thei'ein  de- 
mands the  whole  of  said  demanded  premises. 

9.  That  it  is  not  necessary,  for  tlie  purpose  of  enabling 
the  demandant  to  recover  in  this  action,  that  he  should  have 
tBken  the  name  of  Vassall. 

F.  Dexter  and  E.  H.  Dateis, 

Counsel  for  Henri/  Webiter. 

*4d01  *But  the  honorable  Judges,  who  presided  at  the  said 
J  trial,  declined  to  give  to  the  jury  any  of  the  said  instruc- 
tions so  prayed  for  by  tlie  demandant's  counsel ;  but,  on  the 
contrary  thereof,  did  instruct  the  jury,  that  by  the  true  and 
lawful  constrnction  of  the  said  will  of  Florentius  Vassall,  no 
legal  estate  in  the  demanded  premises,  or  any  part  thereof, 
was  ever  vested  in  the  demandant,  but  that,  if  the  legal  estate 
in  the  demanded  premises  was,  and  by  force  and  effect  of  the 
said  will,  vested  in  any  person  or  persons,  it  was  thereby  vested 
and  continued  to  be  in  the  trustees  named  in  said  will,  viz.. 
Lord  Viscount  Falmouth,  Lord  Viscount  Barriugton,  and 
Charles  Spooner,  Esq.,  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them, 
ajid  the  heire  of  such  survivor;  and  that,  therefore,  the  de- 
mandant could  not  maintain  the  present  action  to  recover  the 
same,  and  that  it  was,  therefore,  unnecessary  to  instruct  the 
jury  upon  the  other  points  mentioned  in  the  demandant's 
prayer  for  instructions;  whereas  the  said  counsel  for  the  de- 
mandant respectfully  insist  that  the  said  Judges  ought  not  so 
to  have  instructed  the  jury,  but  ought  to  have  instructed  them 
upon  the  matters  and  in  the  manner  prayed  for  by  the  said 
counsel  as  aforesaid ;  and  they  did,  therefore,  except  in  law  to 
the  said  instruction  and  said  refusal  of  the  said  Judges ;  and, 
inasnuicli  its  tlie  several  matters  aforesaid  do  not  appear  by 
the  record  of  said  verdict,  the  said  counsel  have  made  and 
tendered  to  the  said  Judges  this,  their  bill  of  exceptions,  and 
pray  that  the  suine  may  be  allowed. 

All  which  being  conaitlered,  and  found  conformable  to  the 

truth  of  the  case,  the  presiding  Judge  has  allowed  this  bill  of 

exceptions,  and  hath  thereto  put  his  seal,  this  28th  day  of 

April,  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-one. 

[seal.]  Levi  Woodbury, 

Ata.  Jut.  Sup.  Court. 
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The  case  was  argued  in  tliis  court  by  Mr.  Baveit,  with 
whom  was  Mr.  Pexter,  for  the  plaiutiff  in  error,  and  by  Mr. 
Allen,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  made  the  following 
points: 

1.  A  devise  to  A,  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  of,  or  in  trust 
for  B,  vestti  the  legal  estate  immediately  in  B.  2  Jarm.  on 
Wills,  196,  198,  199 ;  Hill  on  Trustees,  Part  2,  ch.  1,  p.  229 ; 

1  Green!,  Cruise,  846-7,  note ;   Webster  v.  GSman,  1  Story, 
499,  515. 

2.  Where  duties  are  imposed  on  the  trustees  which  make 
it  necessary  that  they  should  take  the  legal  estate,  the  extent 
and  duration  of  that  estate  are  limited  to  exactly  that  quantity 
of  interest  which  the  purposes  of  the  trust  require.  2  Jarm., 
213;  •Hill  on  Trustees,  part  2,  ch. 2;  IGreenl.  Cruise,  .-^.q, 
348,  n. ;  Doe  v.  Ironmonger,  3  East,  533  ;  Bobingon  v.  •- 
Gre^,  9  Eust,  1 ;  Curtis  v.  Price,  12  Ves.,  89;  Doe  v.  fftckt, 
7  T.  li.,  433;  Doe  v.  Barthorp,  5  Taunt.,  882,  386;  Doe  v, 
Simpaon,  5  East,  163 ;  1  HUl.  Real  Prop.,  ch.  22,  §  21,  and ' 
§§  57  to  31. 

3.  There  are  no  duties  imposed  on  the  trustees>  by  the  will 
in  this  case,  in  relation  to  the  demanded  premises,  nor  is  there 
any  other  expression  of  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  give 
them  the  legal  estate. 

The  only  duties  imposed  are,  by  the  terms  of  the  will,  ex- 
pressly confined  to  other  lands,  viz.,  to  the  Friendship  and 
Greenwich  plantations.  And  the  purposes  of  those  duties 
have  been  fully  performed  and  discharged.  Whether  the 
trustees  took  a  legal  estate  in  those  plantations  at  any  time, 
may  depend  on  the  local  law  in  Jamaica.  Under  our  lawK 
they  would  take  but  a  chattel  interest,  as  they  were  only  l'> 
apply  the  rents  and  profits.  Hill  on  Trustees,  240,  241,  and 
cases  cited  to  the  second  point. 

5.  Tlie  successive  remainders  limited  to  the  use  of  the  same 
trustees,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders  in  case  of  for- 
feiture, show  that  it  waa  not  the  intention  of  the  testator  that 
the  legal  estate  should  vest  in  them  originally.  Ciirtit  v. 
Price,  12  Ves.,  100 ;  Doe  v.  Eicks,  7  T.  R.,  433,  487  ;  Fearne, 
Cont.  Rem.,  177,  178;  Hill  on  Trustees,  240-1. 

6.  The  act  of  Maine,  1848,  ch.  87,  is  void  as  impairing  the 
obligation  of  contracts.  Fletcher  v.  Peck,  6  Cranch,  87, 187 ; 
3  Stoiy  on  Const.,  §  1385. 

7.  It  is  void,  as  it  takes  away  vested  rights.  Wilkinton  v. 
Leland,  2  Pet.,  657,  658,  Story,  J. ;  Society  *e.  v.  Wheeler, 

2  Gall.,  105,  141 ;  Ham  v.  McClawt,  1  Bay  (S.  C),  93;  Bow 
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man  v.  Middleton,  Id.,  252;  Dash  v.  Van  Kleek^  7  Johns. 
(N.  Y.),  502,  Kent,  Ch.  J.;  Call  v.  Hagger,  8  Mass.,  423;  1 
Kent,  455. 

Taking  away  all  remedy,  is  taking  away  the  right.  Bron- 
ton  V.  Kimie,  1  How.,  317,  318 ;  Bruce  v.  Schuyler,  4  Gilm. 
(111.),  221,  277;  Story  on  Const.,  §  1379;  Sturges  v.  Croum- 
inghield,  4  Wheat.,  207;   Gilmer  v.  Shooter,  2  Mod.,  310. 

8.  It  is  void  as  against  the  constitution  of  Maine.  Proprie- 
tors  fc.  V.  Lahoree,  2Greenl.  (Me.),  275,  294;  Oriental  Bank 
V.  Freeze,  18  Me.,  109,  112;  Austin  v.  Stevens,  11  Shepl. 
(Me.),  520 ;  Constitution  of  Maine,  Art.  1,  §§  1,  19,  21. 

9.  The  will  in  this  case  gave  a  life  estate  only  in  the  de- 
manded premises  to  Elizabeth  Vassall,  with  remaioder  to  her 
sons  as  tenants  in  common.  Willis  v.  Hiscox,  4  Myl.  &  C, 
197;  Bight  v.  Creber,  5  Bam.  &  C,  860;  Doe  v.  Laming,  2 
Burr.,  1100 ;  Backhouse  v.  Wells,  1  Eq.  Abr.,  184 ;  White  v. 
Collins,  1  Com.,  289 ;  Sisson  v.  Seabury,  1  Suiiin.,  235 ;  Ding- 
ley  V.  Dingley,  5  Mass.,  535  ;    Webster  v.    Qilman,  1  Stoiy, 

.  499,  514  ;  2  Jarm.,  235,  315 ;  Feanie,  Coiit.  Rein.,  150. 
, .  qn-i  '10.  "  Sons  "  and  "  children  "  are  words  of  purchase, 
^'^'^J  and  not  of  limitation.  2  Jarni.,  343,  344,  352  to  356; 
1  Rolle,  Ahr.,  837,  pi.  13;  Buffar  v.  Bradford,  2  Atk.,220; 
Lowe  V.  Davis,  2  Ld.  Raym.,  1561 ;  Goodtitle  v.  Herring,  1 
East,  264;  Walker  v.  Snow,  Palm..  359;  Archer's  case,  1  Co., 
66 ;  Liile  v.  Gray,  2  Lev.,  223 ;  Dingley  v.  Dingley,  5  Mass., 
535;  1  Fearne,  Cont.  R.,  150,  151,  &c.;  2  Jarm.,  801,  802, 
&c. ;  Doe  v.  Simpson,  5  Scott,  770 ;  Doe  v.  Webber,  1  Bam.  & 
Aid.,  713;  Sisson  v.  Seahury,  1  Sumn.,  235. 

The  word  "sons"  has  been  held  to  control  the  words 
"  heirs  of  the  body,"  to  make  them  words  of  purchase.  Lowe 
y.Davieg,2  Ld.  Raym.,  1561 ;  Lisle  v.  Gray,  2  Lev.,  223; 
Goodtitle  v.  Herring,  1  East,  264;  cited  2  Jarm.,  301,  302; 
and  also  "  issue  male  " ;  Mandeville  v.  Ziockey,  3  Ridgw.  P.  C, 
362. 

The  word  "  son  "  in  the  singular,  can  create  an  estate  tail 
only  when  used  as  nomen  collectivum,  and  where  it  is  the 
manifest  intention  of  the  testator  to  give  such  an  estate. 
Mellish  V.  Mellish,  2  Barn.  &  C,  520;  cited  2  Jarm.,  320. 

11.  The  devise  to  the  sons  of  Elizabeth  Vassall  as  tenants 
in  common,  shows  that  it  was  not  the  testator's  intention  to 
give  her  an  estate  tail.  These  words  control  even  the  words 
"issue  of  the  body,"  so  that  they  take  as  purchasers.  Doe  v. 
Bumsall,  6  T.  R.,  30 ;  Burnsall  v.  Davy,  1  Bos.  &  P.,  215 ; 
I>oe  V.  Collins,  4  T.  R.,  294. 

12.  The  plaintiffs  right  of  entry  accrued  at  the  death  of 
Elizabetl),  in  1845,  and  is  not  barred  by  adverse  possession. 
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Wells  V.  Prince,  9  Mass.,  508  ;   Wallingford  v.  Searl,  15  Mass., 
471 ;  AngeU  on  Lira.,  42 ;  2  Sued.  Vend.,  216,  823,  824. 

13.  Tlie  condition  of  taking  tlie  name  of  Vassall,  is  Bubse- 
quent,  and  no  one  but  the  devisee  over  can  take  advantage  of 
it.  Gulliver  V.  Axhb>/,  4  Burr.,  1929 ;  Taylor  v.  Mason,  9 
Wheat.,  325,  349 ;  Finlat/  v.  King's  Lessee,  3  Pet.,  347,  374 ; 
1  Jarm.,  805. 

14.  The  plaintiff  can  recover  a  moiety  in  this  action.  6 
Dane,  Abr.,  61;  Dewey  v.  Brown,  2  Pick.  (Mass.),  887; 
Sovies  V.  Skinner,  3  Id.,  52  ;  Solyoke  v.  Haakim,  9  Id.,  259; 
Rev.  Stat.  Maine,  p.  610,  §§  12, 13. 

Mr.  Allen,  for  the  defendant  in  error,  made  the  following 
points : 

1.  Tliat  there  is  no  error  in  the  District  Court  in  declining 
to  give  the  instructions  requested  by  said  plaintiiTs  in  error, 
as  Contained  in  the  assignment  of  errors,  from  No.  1  to  No. 
9,  both  inclusive.  Because,  if  there  is  no  error  in  the  tenth 
assignment,  but  the  instruction  therein  given,  was  coiTect, 
plaintiff  in  error  was  not  prejudiced  by  the  withholding  the 
iustructiuns  in  the  'precediug  nine  requests.  Greeiin  r^An^ 
leafy.  Birth,  5  Pet.,  132;  Binney  v.  Okas.  ^  Ohio  L 
Canal  Co.,  8  Pet.,  214  ;  U.  S.  Bank  v  Planter's  Bank,  Gill  & 
J.  (Md.),  439;  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.),  391. 

2.  But  if  the  instructions  in  first  four  alignments  of  errors 
had  been  material  and  injurious  to  plaintiff  in  error,  they 
were  correct  and  not  erroneous ;  that  the  act  of  the  Legisla- 
ture of  Maine  of  the  year  1848,  ch.  87,  is  valid  and  not  liable 
to  any  legal  objection,  and  is  not  in  violation  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  Maine,  Art.  1,  §  21,  or  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  Pkalen  v.  Virginia,  8  How.,  168.  "Such 
acta  (Lira.)  giving  peace  and  quiet,  may  be  said  to  effect  or 
complete  divesture  or  transfer  of  rights,  yet  as  reasons  have 
led  to  their  validity,  cannot  be  questioned."  Id.,  S.  P.,  586, 
Mills  v,  St.  Clair  County.  "  Such  laws  do  not  impair  the 
obligation  of  contracts  within  the  sense  of  the  Const.  U.  S." 
Townsend  v.  Jemieon,  9  How.,  407,  419,  420 ;  and  cases  cited 
10  How.,  395,  401,  402,  Bal.  ^  Smqaehanna  R.  R.  v.  Nesbit. 

"  No  real  or  mixed  action  for  the  recovery  of  any  lands  in 
this  State,  shall  be  commenced  or  maintained  gainst  any 
person  in  jioasession  of  such  lands,  where  sucli  person  or 
those  under  whom  he  claims,  have  been  in  actual  possession 
for  more  tlian  forty  years,  and  claiming  to  hold  the  same  in 
his.  her,  or  their  own  right,  and  which  possession  shall  have 
been  adverse,  open,  peaceable,  notorious,  and  exclusive.    To 
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tiike  effect  in  one  day  after  approval."    Act  of  Maine,  Aug 
11, 1848. 

S.  The  said  act  may  apply  to  actions  then  pending.  That/er 
V.  Seavey,  11  Me.,  284 ;  Sac&n  v.  CalUnder,  6  Mass.,  309 ;  2 
Gall.,  315,  319.  Stat.  Lim.  Khode  Island,  no  objection  that 
it  went  into  immediate  operation.     Stoiy,  J. 

4.  There  was  no  error  in  the  Circuit  Court  in  refusing  to 
give  the  instructions  in  the  5th  and  6th  assigninetit.  They 
were  properly  declined;  and  cannot  be  assigned  for  error  ^S. 
the  instruction  in  the  10th  assigament  was  properly  given. 

5.  There  is  no  error  in  withholding  the  instructions  re- 
quested in  the  7th  and  8th  assignment.  They  were  rightly 
withheld ;  and  plaintiff  was  not  injured  thereby.  The  same 
may  be  said  o£  the  9th  instruction,  contained  in  9th  assign- 
ment of  errors. 

6.  No  error  in  the  Circuit  Court  in  giving  the  inatructioD 
in  the  10th  assignment  of  errors. 

Ist,  The  fee-eimple  and  whr>le  legal  estate  in  the  premises 
was  by  the  will  of  F,  Vaasall  devised  to  Lord  Falmouth  and 
others  and  their  heirs,  as  trustees ;  this  action  cannot  be 
maintained,  not  being  in  their  names  or  that  of  their  heirs. 
Sanders,  Uses  &  Trusts,  190-1,  197,  202,  3-4.  2  Jarm.  on 
Wills,  198-9,  202;  Leice»ter  v.  Blggg,  2  Taunt,  109;  Bitcoe 
V.  Perking,  1  Ves.  &  B.,  485 ;  White  v.  Parker,  1  Scott,  542 ; 
•4941  ■^'"''**'*  ^-  *Sarton,  7  T.  R.,  652 ;  Gregory  v,  Hender- 
J  »o7i,  4  Taunt.,  772 ;  Cursham  v.  Newland,  2  Moo.  &  S., 
113;  Tompkifii  v.  WiUon,  2  Barn.  &  Aid.,  84;  Brewster  v. 
Striker,  2  N.  Y.,  19,  and  note,  581-2. 

2d.  The  purposes  for  which  the  legal  estate  was  originally 
devised  to  the  trustees,  still  continue  to  exist,  viz.,  to  pre- 
serve the- remainders;  viz.,  to  "same  trustees"  for  George 
Barrington  in  tail  and  his  issue  male  and  his  issue  femate. 
In  same  manner  to  Richard  Barrington  and  issue — same 
manner  to  William  Barrington  and  issue  ;  then  to  testator's 
granddaughter,  Louisa  Barrington  and  her  fourth  son  and 
daughters,  then  to  Rose  Hening  May  and  her  issue;  the 
words  "  same  trustees "  prior  to  each  devise  in  remainder. 
On  failure  of  all  these  to  the  use  of  the  ministers  and  wai^ 
dens  of  Westmoreland.  2  Jarm.  on  Wills,  200,  202,  203-228. 
It  was  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  the  legal  estate 
should  remain  in  the  trustees  until  all  the  remainders  should 
be  executed.     It  is  so  expressed  in  the  will. 

3d.  It  is  agreed  that  the  persons  named  in  said  will,  or  de- 
vises iu  remainder,  after  the  failure  of  issue  of  Elizabeth  Vaa- 
lall,  or  their  lineal  descendants,  are  now  living. 

4th.  Trustees  must  bold  the  legal  estate,  as  long  as  any 
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of  the  remainders  are  outiitrStiding ;  repetitiou  of  devise  to 
same  trustees  to  preserve  six  now  unexecuted  remainders, 
Jar.,  222. 

5tfa.  Necessary  that  the  trustees  should  hold  the  legal 
estate  for  other  purposes,  viz.,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits, 
&c.,  they  were  to  purchase  negroes,  cattle  and  stock,  and 
other  utensils. 

They  were  to  appoint  t^eiits,  attorneys,  and  managers.  2 
Bam.  &  Aid.,  84 ;  Id.,  564 ;  2  Jarm.,  223-5 ;  6  Barn.  &  C, 
420;  Morton  v.  Barrett,  22  Me.,  257.  Testator  recommends 
that  trustees  should  appoint  his  soil  Kichard  manager,  at 
their  discretion.  They  are  to  approve  marriage  jointures — 
assumes  that  money  will  pass  through  their  hands— they  may 
deduct  and  retain  ;  discretion  as  to  the  time  of  paying 
X10,000 — gives  L.  Falmouth  100  guineas  for  a  ring;  the 
other  ^50  cash  for  same  purpose.     Record,  29. 

6th.  The  imbecility  of  testator's  son  Richard  and  the 
infancy  of  his  granddaughter  Elizabeth  is  a  sufficient  reason 
why  he  should  devise  the  legal  estate  to  trustees;  still  less, 
could  he  anticipate,  with  any  certainty,  the  existence  of 
unborn  sons  of  his  granddaughter.  All  the  estates  were  over 
3000  miles  distant.  Not  named  in  the  will  in  what  State  in 
New  England  his  lands  wei-e  situate.  Trustees  most  compe- 
tent to  look  them  up.  The  eettui  que  tnute  most  incom- 
petent. 

7th.  Another  object  of  testator  in  giving  the  legal  estate  to 
trustees,  would  be  to  prevent  cegtvi  g»e  tniatg  from  docking 
the  entailment  and  defeating  subsequent  remainders  by  com- 
mon *recovery,  without  the  legal  estate,  they  could  [-•jqc 
make  no  legal  tenant  to  the  precipe.  •■ 

8th.  It  is  competent  for  defendant  to  urge  and  maintain 
this  objection.  And  to  show  the  legal  title  in  others,  and 
thereby  disprove  plaintiff's  seisin.  Cutler  v.  Lincoln,  8  Cush, 
(Mass.),  128. 

Tenant  may  give  in  evidence,  title  of  a  third  person,  with- 
out claiming  under  said  third  person  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
proving plaintifFs  seisin  in  a  writ  of  entry.  Jack,  on  Real 
Actions,  157;  Stearns  on  Real  Actions,  865,  880-9;  Hall  v. 
Stevem,  9  Mete.  (Mass.),  418. 

9th.  In  this  case,  defendant  has  no  need  of  invoking  that 
principle;  for  plaintiff  himself  introduces  the  will,  by  which 
it  is  seen  that  the  legal  title  is  in  otlier  persons  than  the 
plaintiff. 

10th.  The  acquiescence  of  Lady  Holland,  the  mother  of 
plaintiff,  in  the  o]>en,  exclusive,  and  adverse  possession  of 
defendant,  and   those  under  whom  he  claims  from  the  time 
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of  her  divorce  from  her  first  huaband,  till  ber  decease, 
(a  i>eriod  of  about  fifty  years)  tends  to  prove  that  neither 
she  nor  her  second  husband  ever  claimed  the  legal  estate  to 
he  ill  her. 

No  error  in  four  first  assignments.     See  brief,  2d  point. 

1.  If  the  court  should  decide  that  there  is  error  in  the  tenth 
assignment,  and  that  the  legal  estate  is  not  in  the  trustees,  it 
is  then  contended  that  there  is  no  error  in  withholding  the  in- 
structions from  the  5th  and  9th  requests ;  for  if  the  legal 
estate  was  in  the  cestui  qu^  trusts,  Elizabeth,  mother  of 
plaintiff,  took  an  estate  tail,  and  not  for  life  only,  and  she  is 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations  of  Massachusetts  atid 
Maine,  and  so  is  the  plaintiff.  Shellg'a  case,  1  Co.,  93;  2 
Jar.,  241  to  249;  Dnng.,  321.  324;  Soule  v.  SouU,  5  Mass., 
61 ;  19  Ves.,  175 ;  Malmm  v.  Slalcom,  3  Cush.  (Mass.),  472. 

2.  Plaintiff  tatea,  by  limitation  under  the  will,  an  estate 
tail.  Co.  R.,  lib.  6,  fol.  17,  Wyld'g  case ;  Robinson  v.  RoUn- 
so«,  1  Burr.,  38 ;  2  Jar.,  271,  272,  287 ;  CJiandler  v.  Smithy  7 
T.  R.,  532 ;  Pearson  v.  Vickert,  5  East,  548 ;  Jesson  v.  TTr^Af, 
2  Bligh,  258 ;  Ooulton  v.  Coulson,  2  Str.,  1125 ;  Brook  v. 
Astley,  3  Burr,  1570;  4  Barn.  &  C,  610;  1  Barn.  &  Aid., 
944;  Parkman  v.  Bowdoin,  1  Sumn.,  369;  Fearne  on  Re- 
main., 118,  124;  4  Kent,  Com.,  214  to  232. 

3.  Sons,  at  time  of  will  unborn,  words  of  limitation. 
WhaHon  v.  Qraham,  2  W.  HI.,  1083 ;  1  Ventr.,  231,  cited  by 
Hale,  0.  J.,  in  King  v.  SnelUvg ;  ByfiehVs  case,  1  East,  229; 
Doe  dem  Cook  v.  Cooper,  2  Barn.  &  C,  524  ;  2  Bam.  &  Ad., 
87 ;  4  Id.,  43 ;  5  Id.,  421 ;  2  Jar.,  394  to  470  ;  4  Barn.  &  C, 
610;  1  Moo,,  682,  pi.  939;  Son<Iu's  case,  9  Co..  127;  Inmnn 
V.  Barnes,  2  Gall.,  315  ;  16  Ves.,  546. 

Rule  in  Skelly's  case  in  force  in  Massachusetts  till  March 
,.Qa-i  8th,  •1792,  14  years  after  probate  of  this  will,  Davis 
*^i  V.  Hayden,  9  Mhss..  514 ;  4  Picsk.  (Mass.),  206;  15  Id., 
104;  7  Mete.  (Mass.),  172;  Id.,  425;  Jonet  v.  Morgan,  1 
Bro.  C.  C,  206,  Lord  Thurlow.  Plaintiff  sues  as  tenant  in 
tail.     Shoemaker  v.  Sheeley,  2  Den.  (N.  Y.),  485. 

Mr.  Justice  CURTIS  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Henry  Webster,  an  alien,  and  subject  of  Great  Britain, 
brought  his  writ  of  entry  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Maine,  to  recover  possession  of  a 
parcel  of  land  described  in  the  count.  He  claims  title  under 
a  will  of  Florentine  Vassall.  At  the  trial,  the  parties  agreed 
on  the  following  facts : 

*'  It  is  agreed,  by  the  parties,  that  the  following  statement 
of  facts  is  true,  namely,  that  the  demanded  premises  belonged 
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to  the  proprietors  of  the  Kennebec  Purchaee,  ajid  were  by 
them  duly  granted  and  assigned  to  Florentius  Vaseall,  one  of 
the  proprietors  in  fee,  in  the  year  1756,  being  included  in  tlie 
gnint  reooi-ded  in  the  records  of  the  proprietary. 

"That  Florentius  Vassall  made  his  will  September  20th, 
1777,  and  died  at  London,  1778,  seised  of  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion, they  then  being  unoccupied  wild  lands.  The  will  was 
afterwards  duly  proved  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canter- 
bury, September  14, 1778,  a  copy  of  which  will,  with  its  ex- 
emplifications, has  been  duly  filed  and  recorded  in  the  Probate 
Office  for  the  county  of  Kennebec ;  which  will  was  offered  in 
evidence,  as  copied,  and  makes  a  part  of  this  case.     (C.) 

"Richard  Vassall,  named  in  the  will,  died  about  1795, 
leaving  only  one  child,  Elizabeth  Vassall,  who  married  Sir 
Godfrey  Webster,  deceased,  about  the  first  day  of  January, 
1793,  by  whom  she  had  issue,  two  sons,  namely,  Sir  Godfrey 
Vassall  Webster,  who  died  in  the  lifetime  of  said  Elizabeth, 
without  issue,  and  Henry  Webster,  the  demandant.  Said 
Elizabeth,  afterwards,  namely,  in  January,  1796,  was  legally 
divorced  from  her  husband,  the  said  Sir  Godfrey  Webster, 
and  on  the  first  day  of  July,  1797,  she  was  legally  joined  in 
niarrii^e  with  Richard  Henry  Fox,  afterwards  Lord  Holland, 
by  whom  she  had  issue,  one  son,  Henry  Edward  Fox,  who  is 
now  living.  All  charges  upon  the  land  devised  have  been 
satisfied,  and  they  are  not  now  subject  to  any  life  estate, 
estate  for  years,  or  outstanding  terms,  under  the  will.     Said 

Lord  Holland  died  on  the 1841 ;  said  Lady  Holland 

died  in  the  fall  of  the  year  1845.  The  persona  named  in  said 
will  as  devisees  in  remainder,  after  the  failure  of  the  issue  of 
said  Elizabeth,  or  their  lineal  descendants,  are  now  living  in 
England,  as  is  the  said  Henry  Edn  iird  Fox,  son  of  said  Eliza- 
beth.  That  said  Florentius  Vassal),  was,  at  the  time  of  said 
grant,  a  resident  in  Boston,  State  of  "Massachusetts;  rt,AWT 
that  he,  on  or  before  the  year  1775,  left  his  said  resi-  '■ 
dence,  went  to  England,  and  never  returned;  and  that  neither 
he,  nor  any  of  the  devisees  named  in  said  will,  have  ever 
resided  within  the  limits  of  the  United  States  since  that  time. 
The  premises  demanded,  being  the  matter  in  dispute,  are  of 
greater  value  than  two  thousand  dollars. 

"The  tenant,  and  those  from  whom  he  legally  derives  title 
to  said  demanded  premises,  have  been  in  the  quiet,  undis- 
turbed, open,  notorious,  and  exclusive  possession  and  occupa- 
tion of  said  premises  for  and  duiiiig  the  term  of  fifty  years 
next  preceding  the  commencement  of  this  action,  he  and  they 
claiming  to  hold  the  same  adversely  to  any  claim  of  said  de- 
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maiidant,  or  any  other  person,  as  his  aiid  their  own  property 
in  fee-3iiiip]e." 

These  facts,  together  with  the  will  of  Florentius  Vassall, 
matle  the  case.  By  this  will  the  testator  devised  three  plan- 
tations ill  Jamaica,  and  all  his  lands  in  New  England,  (which 
included  the  demanded  premises,)  to  Lord  Falmouth,  Lord 
Bavrington,  and  Mr.  Charles  Spooner,  and  their  lieirs,  to  the 
uses,  upon  the  trusts,  azid  for  the  intents  and  jmrposea,  and 
with  and  subject  to  the  powers  and  provisos  therein  ex- 
pressed. Tlie  will  then  proceeds  to  declare,  in  respect  to  all 
the  lands  in  New  England,  as  follows :  To  the  use  of  my  son, 
Ricliard  Vassall,  for  and  during  his  life,  and  from  and  aiter 
the  determination  of  that  estate  by  forfeiture,  or  otherwise, 
during  his  life,  to  the  use  of  the  three  trustees  during  the  life 
of  Richard  Vasaall,  in  trust  to  preserve  the  contingent  uses 
and  estates  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  for  that  purpose  to 
make  entries  and  bring  actions  as  occasion  shall  require,  but 
nevertheless  to  permit  Richard  Vassall  to  take  the  rents  of 
the  premises  to  his  own  use  during  his  life.  The  testator 
then  declares  the  remainder,  after  the  death  of  Richard,  to 
be  to  the  use  of  the  son  and  sons  of  Richard,  to  be  equally 
divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and  to  the  several  and  re- 
spective heirs  male  of  the  bodies  of  such  sons,  with  cross 
remainders  among  them  ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue  male  of 
Richard,  subject  to  a  term  of  years,  which  it  is  i^reed  is  not 
outstanding,  to  the  use  of  Elizabeth  Vassall,  the  daughter  of 
Richard,  for  her  life,  with  remainder  as  before  stated  to  the 
trustees  for  the  life  of  Elizabeth  to  preserve  contingent  re- 
mainders, in  case  of  forfeiture  of  her  life  est^ate ;  and  then 
follows  the  provision  under  which  the  demandant  claims  title, 
which  is  therefore  given  in  the  words  of  the  will,  "And 
from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Elizabeth 
Vassall,  to  the  one  or  all  and  every  the  son  and  sons  of  the 
said  Elizabeth  Vassall,  to  be  begotten,  to  be  divided  between 
or  amongst  such  sons,  if  more  than  one,  share  and  share  alike, 
*4i)H1  ^"'^  tli^y  ^  tnke  *as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as 
-I  joint  tenants,  and  the  several  and  respective  heirs  male 
of  the  body  and  bodies  of  all  and  every  such  son  and  sons 
issuing."  Then  follow  remainders  to  the  other  daughters  of 
Kichai-d,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  general,  with  cross 
remainders ;  remainder  to  the  daughters  of  Elizabeth  Vassall, 
as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  general,  with  cross  remainders. 
— with  successive  remainders  tti  George  and  Richard,  and 
William  Harrington,  testator's  grandsons,  for  life ;  remainder 
to  their  sons,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  male ;  remainder 
532 
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to  testatcir's  giainWaiighter,  Louisa  Barrington,  for  life,  and 
her  Bona  in  common  in  tail  male ;  remiiiiider  to  her  daughters, 
as  tenant!)  in  common  in  tail  general ;  remainder  to  testator's 
daughter,  Elizabeth  Barrington,  fur  life ;  remainder  to  her 
other  80I1B  "  in  tail  male  successively  " ;  remainder  to  her 
future  daughters,  as  t«uant8  in  common  in  tail ;  remainder 
to  testator's  nephew  May,  fur  life;  remainder  to  his  sons  in 
common  in  tail  male;  remainder  to  his  daughters  in  common 
ill  tail ;  remainder  to  the  minister  and  wardens  of  Westmore- 
land, &o. 

These  are  the  most  material  provisions  of  the  will  of  these 
lands,  and  are  sufficient  to  show  its  general  structure,  in 
reference  to  the  questions  which  has  been  made  concerning 
its  legal  effect. 

The  first  uf  these  questions  is,  whether,  by  force  of  the  will, 
the  demandant  took  any,  and  if  any,  what  legal  estate  iii 
these  lands  on  the  decease  of  his  mother,  Elizabeth  Vassall. 

It  is  insisted,  by  the  tenant's  counsel,  that  the  trustees  took 
the  legal  estate  in  fee  simple,  and  that  the  estates  limited  to 
Richard  Vaasall  for  life,  and  to  the  others,  by  way  of  remainder, 
were  (miy  equitable  estates,  and  consequently  the  demandant 
cannot  maintain  this  action. 

But  whether  we  look  to  the  evident  intent  of  the  testator, 
or  to  the  settled  technical  meaning  of  the  language  he  has 
employed,  we  think  it  clearly  appears  that  the  life  estate  of 
Richard  Vassall  and  the  contingent  remainder  limited  there- 
on were  legal  estates,  and  that  the  trustees  did  not  hold  the 
fee-simple  under  this  will.  The  instrument  was  drawn  in 
England,  evidently  by  a  skilful  draughtsman,  and  is  in  strict 
conformity  with  well-known  precedents.  It  employs  technical 
language  with  accuracy,  and  all  the  various  provisions  of  the 
will,  though  numerous  and  complicated,  compared  with  the 
usually  simple  testamentary  dispositions  of  property  in  this 
country,  are  capable  of  being  clearly  understood  and  fully 
executed.  The  substance  of  the  devises  of  these  lands,  may 
be  stated  to  be :  to  the  trustees  and  their  heirs  to  the  use  of 
Richard  for  life,  remainder,  for  his  life  in  case  of  forfeiture,  to 
the  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders;  remainder  to 
the  sons  of  Richard,  if  any,  as  tenants  in  common  'in  r«4qQ 
tail,  with  cross  remainders;  remainder  to  Richard's  *- 
daughter  Elizabeth  for  life ;  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve 
contingent  remaindei-s  during  her  life ;  remainder  to  the 
sons  of  Elizabeth  in  tail,  the  demandant  being  the  elder  of 
her  two  sons. 

A  devise  to  the  trustees  and  their  heirs  to  the  useo  men- 
tioned, carries  the  legal  estate  to  the  cettuU  <pip.  iise,  unless 
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the  will  hfts  imposed  on  tlie  trustees  some  duty,  the  perform- 
ance of  which  requires  t)ie  legal  estate  to  be  vested  in  them. 
And  in  that  case,  tliey  would  take  an  estate  exactly  commen- 
surate with  the  exigencies  of  their  trust.^  Morrant  v,  Qtmgh, 
7  Barn.  &  C,  206 ;  Kmrick  v.  Lord  BeaucUrck,  3  Bos.  &  P., 
178;  10  Bythewood  on  Con.,  214;  Jarra.  on  Wills,  198-9; 
Niehon  v.  Lagow,  12  How.,  110,  111;  1  Greeul.  Cruise,  346- 
7,  note. 

The  testator  has  not  imposed  on  the  trusteed  any  duties, 
connected  with  these  lands,  which  in  any  way  interfere  with 
the  existence  of  legal  estates  in  the  different  beueiiciaiies 
named  in  the  will.  On  the  contrary,  the  sole  duties  to  be 
performed  by  them,  in  reference  to  these  lands,  are  to  take 
the  life  estates,  in  case  of  forfeiture,  and  hold  them,  so  that 
the  future  remainder-men  may  not  be  deprived  of  the  legal 
estates  limited  to  them  by  way  of  contingent  remainders, 
which  require  the  preservation  of  the  particular  estates  to 
support  them. 

Whether  the  trustees  took  and  held  any  legal  estate  in 
either  of  the  plantations  in  Jamaica,  it  is  not  necessary  to  de- 
termine. It  was  ai'gned  that  they  did,  because  they  have 
some  duties  to  perform  concerning  two  of  them,  and  that  the 
testator  employs  the  same  language  in  devising  these  two 
plantations  to  the  trustees,  as  lie  does  in  devising  the  lands 
in  New  England.  But  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  same 
words  devising  to  the  trustees  two  parcels  of  land,  must  nec- 
essarily vest  the  legal  estates  in  both  parcels  in  the  trustees, 
because  they  take  a  legal  estate  in  one  of  those  parcels.  They 
may  take  a.  legal  estate  in  one,  because  subsequent  parts  of 
the  will  require  them  to  do  acts  in  reference  to  it,  which  can 
be  done  only  by  the  holder  of  the  legal  estate,  and  then  the 
law  assigns  to  them  such  an  estate  as  the  due  execution  of 
their  trust  demands ;  while  at  the  same  time,  by  force  of  the 
statute  of  uses,  or  of  wills,  the  other  land,  as  to  which  no 
duties  are  required  of  the  trustees,  goes  to  the  cettuis  que  tue. 

So  far  as  this  will  operate  on  the  lands  in  New  England, 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  usual  and  settled  operation  of 
a  devise  to  uses,  which  is,  to  vest  the  legal  estate  in  the  eeBtnie 
qu*t  u»e;  and  it  is  placed  beyond  all  doubt  that  it  was  not  in- 
tended the  trustees  should  hold  the  fee,  because  there  are  ex- 
press limitations  of  life  estates  to  them  to  preserve  contingent 
•finoi  remaindei-s.  which  would  be  wholly  inoperative  if  they 
'  took  the  'fee,  and  is   sufficient   of  itself  to  control 

'  Cited.     D«e  v.  CuasUlfne,  0  W«ll,  471. 
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any  duubtful  intent,  according  to  Doe  v.  Sickt,  7  T.  R.,  438; 
Curtii  V.  Price,  12  Vea.,  100. 

Our  coDclutiiun  is  that  the  legal  estates  in  the  New  England 
lands,  were  to  go  to  the  beiiefieiaries  named  in  the  will. 

It  is  further  urged  by  the  tenant's  counsel,  that  the  legal 
efTect  of  the  devise  to  Elizabeth  Vaasall  for  life,  remainder  to 
her  sons,  as  tenants  in  common,  share  and  share  alike,  and 
to  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  gave  an  estate  tail  to  Elizabeth 
Vassal],  under  the  rule  in  Skelly'g  case,  which  WM  in  force 
in  Massachusetts,  within  wh()ae  limits  these  lands  lay  at  the 
time  this  will  ttx)k  effect.  There  is  no  doubt  this  rule  made 
uart  of  the  law  of  Massachusetts  until  the  8th  of  March, 
1792,  when  it  was  abolished  hy  statute,  sn  far  as  it  respects 
wills.  BmverB  v.  Porter,  4  Pick,  (Mass.),  198 ;  Steel  v.  Cook, 
1  Mete.  (Mass.),  282.  But  in  our  opinion,  the  rule  in 
Skelly't  case  is  not  applicable  to  this  devise.  That  rule  is, 
that  when  the  ancestor,  by  any  gift  or  conveyance,  takes  an 
estate  of  freehold,  and  in  the  same  gift  or  conveyance  an 
estate  is  limited,  either  immediately  or  mediately,  to  his  heirs 
in  fee  or  in  tail,  that  the  words  heira,  &g.,  are  words  of  limita- 
tion, and  not  of  purchase. 

Here  the  life  estate  is  limited  to  Elizabeth  Vassall,  and  the 
remainder  to  her  sons  as  tenants  in  common,  share  and  share 
alike,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies.  The  fee  tail  is  not  lim- 
ited to  the  heirs  in  tail  of  the  first  taker.  Tlie  heir  in  tail 
was  this  demandant ;  and  the  remainder  is  not  limited  to  him, 
but  t4)  him  and  his  brother,  as  tenants  in  common.  It  is  not 
a  question,  therefore,  whether  the  same  persons  shall  take  by 
descent  or  purchase,  which  alone  is  the  matter  determined 
by  the  rule  in  Shell/K  case;  for  the  two  sons  could  not  take 
an  estate  tail  from  their  mother  as  tenants  in  common.  They 
must  take  as  purchasers,  or  not  take  at  all ;  and  there  is  no 
rule  of  law  which  forbids  such  a  devise,  nor  can  the  rule  in 
Sheila's  case  be  applied  to  it.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  well 
settled  that  a  limitation  by  way  of  remainder  to  the  sons  of 
the  first  taker,  as  tenants  in  common,  manifests  the  intent  of 
the  testator  that  the  ancestor  should  not  take  an  estate  in 
fee  or  in  tail,  and  that  the  sons  may  and  do  take  as  purchasers. 
Doe  V.  BHmtall,  6  T.  R.,  30 ;  Bumsall  v.  Davg,  \  Bos.  &  P., 
215;  Oilman  v.  Ehy,  4  East,  313;  Doe  v.  Collins,  4  T.  R., 
294;  4  Greenl.  Cruise,  389. 

Our  opinion  is,  that  upon  the  decease  of  his  mother,  this 
demandant  took,  as  a  purchaser,  an  estate  tail  in  one  moiety 
of  these  lands,  as  a  tenant  in  common  with  his  brother. 

It  was  objected  that  the  devise  to  him  was  ujwn  the  condi- 
tion that  as  soon  as  he  should  come  into  the  actual  possession 
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of  the  lands  devised,  he  should  take  and  use  the  eumame  of 
"iOI  1  *^^^^'  >  ^^^  i^  is  enough  to  say  that  he  does  not  ap- 
J  pear  to  have  yet  come  into  such  actual  possession,  and 
that  if  this  condition  subsequent  were  broken,  only  the  per- 
son to  whom  the  lands  are  devised  over  can  by  an  entry  bike 
advantage  of  it.  Taylor  v.  Mason,  9  Wheat.,  326 ;  Finlet/  v. 
Kififf,  3  Pet.,  347. 

Under  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Maine,  c.  145,  §  13,  the  de- 
mandant may  recover  according  to  his  title,  provided  he  has 
a  right  of  entry ;  and  this  raises  the  only  remaining  question, 
vrhether  he  has  such  a  right,  or  whether  it  is  barred  by  an 
act  uf  the  Legislature  of  Maine,  passed  on  the  eleventh  day 
of  August,  1848,  which  is  as  follows : 

An  act,  in  addition  to  the  one  hundred  and  forty-seventh 
chapter  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Sec.  1.  No  real  or  mixed  action  for  the  recovery  of  any 
lands  in  this  State  shall  be  commenced  or  maintained  f^^nst 
any  person  in  posseaaion  of  such  lands,  where  such  person,  ot 
those  under  whom  he  claims,  have  been  in  actual  possession 
for  more  than  forty  years,  and  claiming  to  hold  the  same  in 
his  or  their  own  right,  and  which  possession  shall  have  been 
adverse,  open,  peaceable,  notorious,  and  exclusive. 

Sec.  2.  This  act  shall  take  effect  at  the  end  of  one  day, 
from  and  after  its  approval  by  the  governor. 

This  action  was  commenced  on  the  fourteenth  of  April, 
1846,  and,  consequently,  had  been  pending  upwards  of  two 
years,  when  the  above  act  was  passed.  The  inquiry  is,  what 
is  its  effect  upon  this  action,  and  the  title  of  the  demandant  ? 
That  it  was  intended  to  be  retrosi>ective,  and  to  bar  a  recov- 
ery in  actions  then  pending,  upon  proof  of  such  seisin  by  the 
tenant  as  the  act  describes,  is  plainly  indicated.  Under  the 
constitution  of  the  State  of  Maine,  can  it  so  operate  ?  To  de- 
termine this  question,  it  is  necessary  to  take  into  view  the 
legal  rights  of  the  demandant  and  tenant,  when  this  act  was 
passed,  and  the  change  in  those  rights  attempted  by  the  act. 

The  demandant,  on  the  decease  of  his  mother,  in  1845,  be- 
came constructively  seised  of  an  estate  tail,  and  had  a  right 
of  entry  into  these  lands.  The  actual  seisin  of  the  tenant 
and  those  under  whom  he  claims,  though  adverse  to  all  per- 
sons having  estates  in  possession  under  the  will  of  Florentius 
Vassall,  for  a  period  of  time  sufficient  to  bar  their  right  of 
entry,  did  not  became  adverse  as  i^ainst  the  demandant, 
until  he  acquired  an  estate  in  possession,  by  the  decease  of 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1852. 


Webster  b.  Cooper. 


his  mother ;  aiid,  consequently,  wlieii  he  brought  this  action, 
he  was  lawfully  entitled  to  one  moiety  of  the  land,  as  tenant 
in  tail,  Imving  an  estate  of  inheritance  which  he  could  con- 
vey by  deed,  and  upon  which,  being  disseised,  he  could  main- 
tain a  writ  of  entry.  In  other  words,  "tiie  land  was  r^tQo 
his  property,  and,  as  such,  he  had  a  right  to  recover  '- 
and  hold  it.     Rev.  Stat.,  c.  147,  §  3. 

The  effect  of  the  act  is,  to  make  the  seisin  of  the  tenant, 
and  of  those  under  whom  he  claims,  adverse  as  against  tlie 
demandant,  during  the  time  he  had  no  light  of  possession, 
and  thus  to  deprive  him  of  his  right  of  entr}',  and  destroy  his 
estate  in  the  land.  The  actual  operation  of  this  law  upon  the 
demandant's  title,  would  have  been  expressed  in  words,  if  it 
had  been  said  in  the  statute  that,  whereas,  up  to  that  time  an 
actual  wrongful  seisin  had  been  by  law  adverse  only  against 
those  having  estiites  in  possession,  and  so,  those  coming  in  by 
way  of  remainder,  were  well  entitled  to  the  land,  however 
long  that  actual  wrongful  seisin  might  have  been  continued ; 
yet,  thereafter,  those  who  have  come  in  by  way  of  renminder, 
shall  not  be  deemed  entitled  to  the  land,  because  such  actual 
seisin  shall  be  taken  to  be  adverse  as  f^ainst  them,  and  they 
shall  not  be  allowed  to  maintain  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
the  land  to  which  they  had  lawful  title  when  the  action  whs 
brought.  It  is  only  by  giving  this  construction  to  the  law, 
that  it  can  be  made  to  operate  at  all,  on  the  demandant's 
title.  It  requires  a  possession  for  forty  years,  "adverse, 
open,  peaceable,  notorious,  and  exclusive."  Advei'se  to 
whom  ?  Exclusive  of  whom  ?  If  advei-se  to,  and  exclusive 
of,  the  demandant,  who  came  into  the  title  by  way  of  le- 
mainder,  less  than  three  years  before  the  act  was  passed, 
then,  according  to  the  law  of  the  State  existing  down  to  the 
passage  of  the  act,  no  actual  wrongful  seisin  could  be  adverse 
to  him  until  he  bad  an  estate  in  the  land  entitling  him  to  its 
possession.  But  we  cannot  suppose  this  law  meant  to  enact 
merely,  that  forty  years'  exclusive  and  actual  seisin  should 
bar  an  action  by  one  having  title  to  the  possession  during  the 
whole  of  that  period,  because,  by  the  Revised  Statutes,  (c. 
147,  §  1,)  twenty  years  were  sufficient ;  and,  therefore,  we  are 
forced  to  conclude,  that  the  intention  of  the  legislature  was, 
to  make  an  actual  seisin,  for  forty  years,  sufficient  to  destroy 
a  title  which  had  become  vested,  by  way  of  remainder,  before 
the  act  was  passed,  and  which  was  a  valid  title  by  the  then 
existing  law. 

Under  the  constitution  of  the  State  of  Maine,  as  ex- 
pounded by  the  highest  court  of  that  State,  ia  it  in  the  power 
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of  the  legislature  to  pass  a  leti-uupGctive  law  thua  nperatiiig 
to  destroy  aii  estate  in  lands  ? 

We  think  tliis  case  not  distinguishable  from  the  case  of  the 
Proprietors  of  the  Kennebec  Purchate  v.  Lahoree  et  al.,  2 
Greenl.  (Me,),  275.  That  was  a  wiit  of  entry  to  recover  a 
tract  of  land.  The  principal  question  was,  whether  an  act  of 
the  legislature  concerning  disseisin,  was  valid  in  its  retro- 
spective operation.  Prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act  an  entry 
,-jj„T  under  a  "deed,  duly  registei'ed,  which  described  a  ti-act 
-I  of  land  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  actual  possession  of 
a  part  of  that  tract,  operated,  by  the  law  of  Maine,  as  a  dis- 
seisin of  the  true  owner  of  the  whole  tract  described  in  the 
deed.  But  an  entry,  without  such  a  deed,  gave  seisin,  as 
against  the  owner,  only  of  so  much  of  the  land  as  was  act- 
ually occupied;  and  this  occupation  was  required  to  be 
equivalent  to  what  is  figuratively  described  in  the  common 
\ivt  as  pedi» poisestio  ;  that  is,  open,  notorious,  and  exclusive, 
such  as  at  once  to  give  notice  to  all,  of  the  nature  aud  extent 
of  the  possession  and  claim,  and  show  the  exercise  of  the  ex- 
clusive dominion  over  the  land,  and  the  appropriation  of  it 
to  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  possessor.  This  being  the  state 
of  the  law  when  the  action  was  brought,  a  law  was  passed, 
one  section  of  which  was  in  these  words: 

"  Be  it  further  enacted ;  that,  in  any  writ  or  action  which 
has  been,  or  may  hereafter  be  brought,  for  the  recovery  of 
any  lands,  &c.,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  for  limiting  the  de- 
mandant and  barring  his  right  of  recovery,  that  the  premises 
defended  shall  have  been  surrounded  by  fences,  or  rendered 
inaccessible  by  other  obstructions ;  but  it  shall  be  sufBoient 
if  the  possession,  occupancy,  and  improvement  thereof,  by 
the  defendant,  or  those  under  whom  he  claims,  shall  have 
been  open,  notorious,  and  exclusive,  comporting  with  the 
ordinary  maiif^ements  of  similar  estates  in  the  possession 
and  occupancy  of  those  who  have  title  thereunto,  or  satisfac- 
torily indicative  of  such  exercise  of  ownership  as  is  usual  in 
the  improvement  of  a  farm  by  its  owner ;  and  no  part  of  the 
premises  demanded  and  defended  shall  be  excluded  from  the 
operation  of  the  aforesaid  limitation,  because,  such  part  may 
be  woodland  or  without  cultivation," 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Maine  held,  that  so  far  as  this  act 
attempted  to  change  the  law  of  disseisin  in  respect  to  titles 
existing  when  it  was  passed,  the  act  was  inoperative  and 
void,  because  in  conflict  with  the  constitution  of  that  State. 
The  opinion  of  the  court,  delivered  by  Mellen,  Chief  Justice, 
contains  as  elaborate  and  searching  analysis  of  the  subject, 
and  it  is  evident,  that  learned  court  considered  it  with  all  the 
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cure  demanded  by  a  question  of  so  much  delicacy  and  impor* 
tAiice,  and  brought  to  its  adjudication  sound  piinciples  of 
cutiatitutiona]  jurisprudence.  The  priuciples  of  this  decision 
linve  been  lecognized  in  subsequent  cases,  (^Oriental  Bank  t. 
Freeze,  18  Me.,  109;  Aiutin  v.  Stevent,  24  Me.,  520;  Preston 
V.  Drew,  6  Law  Kep.,  189,)  and  we  are  uot  awai-e  that  it  has 
ever  been  questioned,  or  denied  to  be  a  just  exposition  of  the 
cunstitutional  law  of  that  State.  The  result  of  the  decision 
is,  that  the  constitution  of  the  State  has  secured  to  every 
citizen  the  right  of  "acquiring,  posseasiiig,  and  enjoying 
property  "  ;  'and  that,  by  tlie  true  intent  and  meaning  r^enA 
of  tliia  section,  property  cannot,  by  a  mere  act  of  the  '- 
legislature,  be  taken  from  one  man  and  vested  in  another 
directly ;  nor  can  it,  by  the  retrospective  operation  of  law, 
be  indirectly  transferred  from  one  to  another,  or  be  subjected 
to  the  government  of  principles  in  a  court  of  justice,  which 
must  necessarily  produce  that  effect. 

According  to  this  decision,  the  act  now  in  question  is  in- 
operative, as  respects  this  action,  and  the  demandant's  title, 
on  which  it  is  founded.  Foi',  unless  by  a  retrospective  opera- 
tion it  subjects  liis  title  to  the  government  of  a  new  law  of 
disseisin,  which,  in  effect,  trans&rs  his  property  to  the  ten- 
ant, it  can  have  no  operation ;  and  whether  such  an  effect 
can  be  produced  by  an  act  of  the  Legislature  of  Maine, 
under  the  constitution  of  that  State,  was  the  precise  ques- 
tion adjudicated  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  referred 
to,  which  adjudication  we  understand  to  contain  an  estab- 
lished principle  in  the  fundamental  law  of  that  State. 

The  thirty-fourth  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  (1  Stat,  at 
L.,  92,)  as  well  as  the  rule  uf  general  jurisprudence,  as  to 
the  opei'ation  of  the  lex  loci  upon  titles  to  land,  requires  us 
to  determine  this  case  according  to  the  law  of  the  State  of 
Maine.  In  ascertaining  what  that  law  is,  this  court  looks  to 
the  decisions  of  the  highest  court  of  that  State ;  and  where 
the  question  turns  upon  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the 
constitution  of  the  State,  and  we  find  a  construction  made 
by  the  highest  State  Court  very  soon  after  the  constitution 
was  formed,  acquiesced  in  by  the  people  of  the  State  for 
nearly  tliirty  years,  and  repeatedly  confirmed  by  subsequent 
judicial  decisions  of  that  court,  we  cannot  hesitate  to  adopt 
it,  and  apply  it  to  this  case,  to  which,  in  our  judgment,  it  is 
justly  applicable.  Such  has  been  the  uniform  course  of  this 
court.  McKeen.  v.  helancey's  Lettee,  5  Cranch,  22 ;  Polk's 
Lessee  v.  Wendall,  9  Cranch,  87 ;  Gardner  v.  Collins,  2  Pet., 
58 ;  Shelly  v.  Chui/,  11  Wheat.,  351 ;  Green  v.  Ifeal,  6  Pet., 
291,  are  some  of  the  cases  in  Avhioh  this  course  has  been  fol- 
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lowed,  Hiid  its  rensoiis  explained.  The  questiou  has  usually 
been  concerning  the  conBtruction  o-f  a  statute  of  a  State.  But 
we  think  there  is  no  Bound  distinction  hetween  the  construc- 
tion of  a  law  enacted  by  the  legislature  of  a  State,  and  the 
construction  of  the  oi-ganic  law,  ordained  by  the  people 
themselves.  The  exposition  of  both  belongs  to  the  judicial 
department  of  the  government  of  the  State,  and  its  decision 
is  final,  and  binding  upon  all  other  departments  uf  that  gov- 
ernment, and  upon  the  people  themselves,  until  they  see  fit 
to  change  their  constitution  ;  and  this  court  receives  such  a 
settled  consttuotion  as  part  of  the  fundamental  law  of  thti 
State. 

In  conformity  with  these  principles,  we  are  constrained  to 
,rnr-i  *hoId  the  law  now  in  question  to  be  inoperative  upon 
-I  the  demandant's  title,  and  consequently,  that  he  is  not 
barred  by  it  from  maintaining  this  action. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  must  be  reversed,  and 
a  venire  de  novo  awarded. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Maine,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  considera- 
tion whereof,  it  ia  now  here  ordered  and  adjudged,  by  this 
court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  Circuit  Court  in  this 
cause, be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with  costs,  and 
that  this  oauae  be,  -and  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded  to  the 
said  Circuit  Court,  with  directions  to  awfurd  &  venire  faciatde 


Abrau  Shbppard  and  John  Dcncan,  Plaintiffs  in 
EBBOB,  V.  Peyton  S.  Gbaves. 

It  ii  A  bad  mode  of  pleading,  to  nnite  pleaa  in  Abatement  and  pleu  to  the 

merits.    And  if  afl«r  pleas  in  abatement,  a  defence  be  interpoBed,  going  to 
the  merita  of  tlie  canitaveny,  the  grounda  alleged  in  abatement  become 
thereby  immaterial  and  are  waived.' 
When  a  plea  ii  filed  to  the  juriidiction  of  the  court,  upon  the  ground  that  the 

'  Followed.     Drtd  Scolt  t.  Sand-  i.  Morehome.  16  Id.,  327;    Qilmtr  v. 

/bri/,  19  How.,  519,  600.   Cited.   Spen-  Citg  of  Grand  I{apldi,M.,ni ;  Tgltr 

■«r  V.  Lopi^ev,  aOHow.,  267;  DrSobrg  v.   J/Kmid,  67   Md.,  438;  Cnaai   ». 

T.  Nichofion,  'i  Wall,,  i23;  Lanning  t.  MefCalg.  td.,  469.     See   McKenna  t. 

Larteit,  II  Fed    Rep.,  817;  Dai-iet  t.  Fi'ii;,  1  How.,  240,  ud  cue*  died  Id 

Latkrop,  13   Id.,  606;   Rat  v.  Grand  noU  {\). 
Tnnic  R'v  Co..  14  Id.,  ifti ;   Wickhan 
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pl&intiff  is  a  reiident  of  the  same  State  with  the  defendant,  it  ie  incumbent 
on  the  defendant  to  prove  the  allegation. 
It  is  of  no  couBequence  whether  tJie  date  of  a  promiiiBory  note  be  at  the  begin- 
ning or  end  of  it. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  tlie  District  of  Texas. 
The  facts  are  all  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  V.  E.  Howard  and  Mr.  Bollinger,  in 
a  printed  argument,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  and  Mr.  Da- 
vidge  and  Mr.  0.  F,  Johmon,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

The  points  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  plainti&  in  error, 
were  the  following : 

1.  The  court  erred  in  admitting  the  notes  in  evidence,  be- 
cause there  was  a  variance  between  the  notes  offered  and 
those  described  in  the  petitions. 

The  petitions  alleged,  that  the  notes  were  "  executed  and 
delivered  at  Matagorda,"  but  did  not  allege  that  they  bore 
date  at  Matagorda,  as  was  found  to  be  the  &ct  on  their  being 
produced. 

•It  was  the  plaintifFs  duty  to  give  a  perfect  descrip-  r.cna 
tion  of  bis  notes,  so  as  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  the  '- 
defendants  being  ever  sued  upon  them  again,  and  if  so,  that 
this  record  should  be  a  bar. 

The  place  at  which  the  notes  bore  date  on  their  face,  was 
essential  to  their  description.  When  the  objection  was  made, 
the  plaintiH'  could  have  amended,  and  given  an  accurate  de- 
scription ;  but,  refusing  to  do  this,  it  was  error  in  the  court  to 
admit  the  notes. 

Thus,  the  words  "  value  received,"  are  material  in  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  note ;  and  if  omitted,  the  variance  will  be  fatal. 
1  Chit.  PI.,  889,  n.  1,  ed.  183S;  Saxon  v.  Johmon,  10  Johns. 
(N.  Y.),  418. 

2.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury,  "  that, 
upon  the  issue  as  to  the  citizenship  of  plaintiff,  the  burden  of 
proof  was  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  such  citizenship  as  entitled 
him  to  sue  " ;  and  in  giving  the  instruction,  "  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  to  be  considered  a  citizen  of  Louisiana,  as  alleged  in 
his  petition,  unless  it  was  pleaded  and  proved  that  he  was  a 
citizen  of  Texas." 

There  was  a  proper  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
presenting  the  issue  as  to  the  citizenship  of  plaintiff. 

It  was  not  necessary  that  the  plea  should  be  verified  by 
afBdavit.     Hartley,  Dig.,  art.  690,  §  31,  Practice,  act  1846. 

Besides,  there  was  no  demurrer  or  exception  taken  to  the 
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plea,  for  want  of  an  affidavit ;  and  if  one  had  been  necessary, 
it  was  wiiived  by  the  plaintiff  tnkiug  issue  on  the  fact. 

The  rule  which  at  first  prevailed  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  required  the  plaintiff,  on  the  general  issue,  to  prove 
citizenship  as  alleged.  Catlett  ^  Keith  v.  Pacific  Insurance 
Company,  Paine,  594. 

It  was  afterwai-ds  decided,  however,  that  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment was  necessary  to  raise  the  question  of  citizenship. 
lyWolfy.  Rabaud  et  al.,  1  Pet.,  476.     See  498. 

The  courts  of  the  United  States  are  courts  of  limited  juris- 
diction ;  and  although  a  plea  to  the  merits  admits  the  jurisdic- 
tion, yet  when  jurisdiction  is  denied  by  a  proper  plea,  it  must 
be  shown  by  the  plaintiff.  See  1  Cowen  and  Flill's  Notes  to 
Phillip's  Ev.,  p.  487,  n.  376,  and  authorities  referred  to ; 
Maples  V.  Wiyhtmauy  4  Conn.,  376 ;  Woo»ter  v.  Pariont, 
Kirby  (Conn.),  27. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error  contended,  that 
there  was  no  variance  between  the  note  alleged  in  the  peti- 
tion of  defendant  in  error,  (R.  1  and  2,)  and  that  offered  in 
evidence. 

1.  The  petition  alleged  the  place  where  the  note  bore  date, 
in  the  usual  form,  even  under  the  English  practice,  and  with 
"'i071  Sf®***^   •certainty   than   is    required   by  the  law  of 

J  Texas.  But,  had  there  been  no  such  allegation,  the 
omission  would  have  been  immateriaL  1  Saund.  PI.  and 
Ev.,  260. 

2.  That  there  was  no  error  in  the  refusal  of  the  coui-t  below 
to  grant  the  first  prayer  of  tlie  plaintiffs  in  error,  which  plainly 
tended  to  mislead  the  jury,  is  manifest,  and,  indeed,  is  con- 
ceded by  the  brief  filed  by  their  counsel. 

8.  The  court  was  right  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury, 
"  that  upon  the  issue  as  to  the  citizenship  of  plaintifT,  the  bur- 
den of  proof  was  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  such  citizenship  as 
entitles  him  to  sue  " ;  and  in  giving  the  instruction,  "  that  the 
plaintiff  was  to  be  considered  a  citizen  of  Louisiana,  as  alleged 
in  his  petition,  unless  it  was  pleaded  and  proved  that  he  was 
a  citizen  of  Texas." 

Exception  to  the  capacity  of  the  plaintiff  below  to  sue  in 
the  District  Court,  could  only  be  taken  by  plea  in  abatement. 
Conard  v.  The  Atlantic  Ins.  Go.  1  Pet.,  386,  450 ;  D'  Wo\f  v. 
Rahaud  et  al,  Id.,  476,  498;  Evans  v.  Gee,  11  Pet.,  80.  83 ; 
Sims  V.  Hundley,  6  How.,  1,  5  ;  Smith  v.  Kemochen,  7  Ht)W., 
198,  216. 

Such  being  the  case,  and  as  the  obligation  of  proving  any 
fact  lies  upon  the  party  who  substanti^ly  asserts  the  affirm- 
542 


DECEMBER  TEEM,   1852. 


Sbeppard  et  *1.  v.  GruTeB. 


ative  of  the  issue,  the  biu-den  of  proof  was  aeceasarilj  upon 
the  defeiidantt)  below. 

The  plea  is  strictly  affirmative  in  its  character,  alleging,  in 
terms  and  substance,  that  the  plainti£fwas  not  entitled  to  sue 
in  the  District  Court,  because  he  "is,  and  was  at  the  com- 
menceiuent  of  this  suit,  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Texas." 
Being  introductive  of  new  matter,  and  concluding,  as  it  veiy 
properly  does,  with  a  verification,  the  defendants  below,  who 
pleaded  it,  held  the  affirmative,  innepavably  connected  with 
which  was  the  onus  probandi.  1  Saund,  PI.  and  Ev.,  8, 13, 
16,  22 ;  Union  Bank  of  Maryland  v.  Ridgeley,  1  Harr.  &  G. 
(Md.),  415-419;  Smith  v.  Dovers,  2  Doug.,  428;  Jackson  on 
Pleading  in  Real  Actions,  62.  65 ;  FowUr  v.  Cotter,  1  Moo, 
&  M.,  241 ;  s.  c,  8  Car.  &  P.,  463 ;  Colstone  v.  MiseoUs,  6 
Car.  &  P.,  666. 

Indeed,  the  definition  of  a  plea  in  abatement,  (in  the 
nature  of  which  is  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction,  or  to  the  person 
of  the  plaintiff,)  is,  that  by  it  the  defendant  "  shows  canee 
why  he  should  not  be  impleaded,  or  it  impleaded,  not  in  the 
manner  and  form  he  now  is."     Bac.  Abr.,  Abatement. 

Whenever  the  plea  is  to  the  jurisdiction,  it  must  state 
another  jurisdiclioii.     Id. 

4.  The  plea  in  abatement  was  a  nullity,  not  having  been 
filed  in  time.  Act  of  May  13,  1846,  §§  23,  24,  26,  27  j  Laws 
of  Texas,  1846,  i>p.  369,  370. 

Process  was  regularly  served   on  one  of  the  defendants 
below,  "May  31. 1850 ;  ou  the  other,  October  12, 1850.   ,,-„„ 
The  court  met  on  the  first  Mtuiday  of  December,  1860.  '- 
The  plea  was  not  filed  until  January  6,  1851. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  defendant  in  err()r,  in  conformity  with  a  mode  of  pi'ac- 

tice  in  the  State  of  Texas,  instituted  an  action  at  law  against 

the  plaintiffs  in  error  upon  their  promissory  note.     That  note 

was  in  the  woi'ds  following : 

"Ou  the  first  day  of  January,  1850,  we  jointly  and  sever- 
ally promise  to  pay  to  Peyton  S,  Graves,  or  order,  at  the 
counting  house  of  R,  &  D.  G.  Mills,  in  Brazoiia  County,  the 
sum  of  91,845.94,  for  value  received,  with  eight  per  cent, 
interest  thereon,  h^m  the  first  day  of  January,  till  paid, 

Abm.  Shbppard, 
John  Ddncam. 
"  Matagorda,  Sept'r  23d,  1844." 

The  petition  sets  forth,  that  Peyton  S.  Graves,  a  citizen 
and  inhabitant  of  Louisiana,  represents,  that  Abram  Sheppard 
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and  John  Diiiicaii,  both  citizens  and  leHidents  of  the  county 
of  Matagorda,  in  the  State  of  Texas,  are  jointly  and  severally 
indebted  to  the  petitioner  in  the  sum  of  $1,84S.94,  with  in- 
terest thereon,  at  eight  per  cent.  t)er  annum,  fi-om  the  first 
day  of  January,  1844,  until  paid — for  that  heretofore,  to  wit, 
at  Matiigorda,  in  the  State  of  Texas,  on  the  23d  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1844,  the  said  Sheppard,  who  signs  his  name  Abm. 
Sheppard,  and  the  said  Duncan,  executed  and  delivered,  to 
the  petitioner,  their  joint  and  several  proratasory  note,  dated 
September  23d,  1844,  and  signed  Abin.  Sheppard  and  John 
Duncan,  by  which,  &c. 

Upon  the  summons  issued  against  each  of  the  defendants, 
the  marshal  returns,  that  he  had  executed  the  summons  on 
the  12th  of  October,  1850,  serving  each  of  them  \vith  a  certi- 
fied copy  of  the  petition  and  summons,  and  with  regard  to 
Duncan,  the  return  farther  states  that  the  original  summons, 
was  also  exhibited  to  him.  The  plaintiffs  in  error  appeared 
to  the  action,  and  attempted  to  iiiter|H>se  several  defences  in 
the  nature  of  pleas  in  abatement.  They  first  allege  jointly, 
that  the  court  could  not  take  cognizance  of  tiie  cause,  because 
the  plaintiff  below,  was  not,  at  the  comiuencemeut  of  the 
suit,  a  citizen  of  Louisiana,  but  of  the  State  of  Texiis, 

The  deteiidant  Shep[)ard  then  pleads  separately,  that  the 
marshal's  return  upon  the  summons  was  not  legal,  and  should 
be  quashed,  because  it  does  not  state,  that  the  marshal  had 
delivered  to  the  defendant  in  person,  a  copy  of  the  citation, 
and  of  the  petition  accompanying  it ;  and  that  the  return  was 
,.-jqi  not  *made  and  signed  by  the  deputy  purporting  to 
-I   make  and  sign  the  saute. 

The  defendant  Duncan  also  pleads  separately  in  abatement, 
that  the  citation  calls  upon  him  to  answer  the  complaint  iwainst 
him  and  Abraham  Sheppard,  whereas  the  true  name  of  said 
Sheppard  is  Abram,  and  not  Abraham ;  and  he  also  insists 
upon  the  insufficiency  of  the  return  to  the  summons,  because, 
as  he  alleges,  that  return  does  not  state  tiiat  the  marshal 
delivered  to  him  in  person,  a  copy  of  the  citation,  or  of  the 
petition  accompanying  it. 

In  addition  to  these  pleas  in  abatement,  the  defendants 
below  interposed  a  defence  upon  the  merits  in  the  nature  of 
the  general  issue,  by  which  they  deny  all  and  singular  the 
matters  stated  in  the  petition,  and  say  that  tliey  are  not  in- 
debted to  the  plaintiff  as  he  has  alleged,  and  in  this  defence 
they  c<mclude  to  the  country,  whilst  in  the  introduction  there- 
to, they  declare  that  they  do  not  waive  their  several  pleas  in 
abatement,  but  fuUy  rely  ui>on  the  same.  After  this  series  of 
heterogeneous  defences,  the  plaintiff  moved  the  court  to  strike 
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out  the  plea  to  the  iuriBcliction  and  all  the  other  pleas  in 
abatement  tendered  by  the  defendants,  asslgniug,  aa  the 
grounds  of  this  motion,  that  those  pleas  were  cot  filed  within 
the  time  required  by  Jaw. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  court  seems  to  have  con- 
sidered the  case  as  standing  before  it  upon  all  the  defences 
attempted,  but  ruled  out  the  several  pleas  in  abatement, 
though  whether  for  the  insufficiency  of  those  pleas  in  point 
of  law,  for  the  want  of  proof  to  sustain  them,  or  for  their 
irregularity  in  the  order  of  pleading,  does  not  certainly  ap- 
pear from  this  record.  The  jury  upon  the  issue  joined  upon 
the  merits,  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of 
12,788.89,  for  which  judgment  was  given  with  costs. 

The  incongruities  in  practice,  which  mark  the  progress  of 
this  case  in  the  court  below,  are  much  to  be  regretted,  as 
having  a  tendency  to  confound  the  proceedings  in  courts  of 
justice ;  proceedings  calculated  to  define  and  distinguish 
the  rights  of  parties  litigant,  and  to  conduct  the  courts  to  a 
correct  adjudication  upon  those  lights;  proceedings  indeed 
founded  upon,  and  as  it  were  sanctified  by,  an  experience  of 
their  usefulness,  and  even  of  their  necessity.  Thus  it  has 
ever  been  received  as  a  canon  of  pleaihng,  that  matters  which 
appertain  solely  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court,  or  to  the  disubil- 
itiee  of  the  suitor,  should  never  be  blended  with  questions 
which  enter  essentially  into  the  subject-matter  of  the  contro- 
versy; and  that  all  defences  involving  inquiries  into  that 
subject-matter  imply,  nay  admit,  the  competency  of  the 
parties  to  institute  such  inquiries,  and  the  authority  of  the 
court  to  adjudicate  upon  them.  Hence  it  is,  that  *p1eas  racin 
to  the  jurisdiction  or  in  abatement,  are  deemed  incon-  '- 
aistent  with  those  which  appertain  to  the  merits  of  a  cause ; 
they  are  tried  upon  different  views  as  to  the  relations  of  tlie 
parties,  and  result  in  different  conclusions.  A  striking  illus- 
tration of  the  mischiefs  flowing  from  the  departui'e  from  the 
rule  just  stated,  is  seen  in  the  practice  attempted  in  the  case 
before  us.  If  it  could  be  imagined  that  the  plea  to  the  juris- 
diction and  the  plea  to  the  merits,  could  be  regulaily  com- 
mitted to  the  jury  at  the  same  time,  the  verdict  might 
involve  the  following  absurdities.  Should  the  finding  be 
for  the  plaintiff,  the  judgment  would,  as  to  the  defendant, 
be  upon  one  issue,  that  of  reepondeai  ouiter,  and  upon  the 
other,  that  he  pay  the  debt,  as  to  the  justice  of  which  he  was 
commanded  to  answer  over.  Should  the  finding  be  for  the 
tlefendant,  the  judgment  upon  one  issue  must  be  that  the 
debt  was  not  due,  and  upon  the  other,  that  the  court  called 
upon  so  to  pnmounce,  had  no  authority  over  the  case.  So 
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that  Id  either  aspect  there  must,  under  this  proceeding,  be 
made  and  determined  one  issue,  which  is  incongruous  with 
and  immaterial  to  the  other.  A  practice,  thua  fraught  with 
confusion  and  perplexity,  and  one  endangering  the  rights  of 
suitora,  it  is  exceedingly  desirable  should  be  reformed,  and 
we  are  aware  oE  no  standard  of  reformation  and  improvement 
more  safe  and  more  convenient  than  that  which  is  supplied 
by  the  time-tested  rules  of  the  common  law.  And  by  one  of 
those  rules,  believed  to  be  without  an  exception,  it  is  ordained, 
that  objections  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  to  the  com- 
petency of  the  parties,  are  matters  pleadable  in  abatement 
only,  and  that  if  after  such  matters  relied  on,  a  defence  be  in- 
terposed in  bar  and  going  to  the  merits  of  controversy,  the 
grounds  alleged  in  abatement  become  thereby  immaterim,  and 
are  waived. 

With  respect  to  the  exception  taken  to  the  ruling  of  the 
District  Court,  as  to  the  obligation  of  the  defendant  to  prove 
his  averment  of  the  plaintilTa  residence  in  the  State  of  Texas, 
and  not  of  Louisiana,  as  set  forth  in  the  petition,  were  the 
decision  of  this  question  deemed  requisite  here,  we  should 
say  that  the  true  doctrine  applicable  to  the  question  is  this : 
that  although  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States  it  is  neces- 
sary to  set  forth  the  grounds  of  their  cognizance  as  courts  of 
limited  jurisdiction,  yet  wherever  jurisdiction  shall  be  averred 
in  the  pleadings,  in  conformity  with  the  laws  creating  those 
courts,  it  must  be  taken  primd/ade  as  existing,  and  that  it  is 
incumbent  on  him  who  would  impeach  that  jurisdiction  for 
causes  dehort  the  pleading,  to  allege  and  prove  such  causes ; 
that  the  necessity  for  the  allegation  and  the  burden  of  sus- 
taining it  by  proof,  both  rest  upon  the  party  taking  the 
exception.  Such,  we  think,  would  be  the  proper  rule  result- 
*5in  '°^  ^^°°^  *  intrinsic  character  of  the  exception,  'and 
-'  such  we  consider  the  doctrine  enunciated  in  the  cases 
of  Conrad  v.  The  Atlantic  Insurance  Company,  in  1  Pet,,  386, 
and  I>'  Wolf  V.  Rabaud  et  al.  Id..  476. 

This  doctrine  we  are  unwilling  to  disturb.  The  cases  just 
referred  to,  as  well  as  those  of  Sims  v.  Hundley,  in  6  Howard, 
and  Smith  v.  Kemochen,  (7  Id.,  198,)  expressly  affirm  the 
common-law  principle  of  pleading,  herein  before  mentioned, 
that  the  question  of  the  residence  or  of  the  right  of  the  parties 
to  sue,  as  incident  to  residence,  cannot  be  inquired  into  under 
thegeneral  issue. 

llie  plea  of  a  misnomer  of  the  defendant  Sheppard,  by  the 

insertion  of  two  superfluous  letters  in  his  christian  name,  and 

the  still  more  captious  and  unmeaning  distinction  attempted 

between  serving  the  defendants  with  &  certified  copy  of  the 
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petition  and  summons  in  this  suit,  and  a  delivery  of  that  jieti- 
tion  and  summons  to  the  defendants  in  person,  is  disposed  of 
by  the  same  rule  which  displaces,  as  irrelevant  and  immaterial, 
the  exception  taken  to  the  jurisdiction. 

The  question  of  variance  between  the  note  and  the  desciip- 
tion  of  it  in  the  petition,  it  is  not  easy  to  comprehend,  unlesH 
indeed  it  is  intended  by  the  defendants  to  insist,  that  a  note 
should  have  its  date  inserted  at  its  beginning  only,  and  can- 
not be  dated  at  the  termination  of  it ;  for  the  note  at  the 
bottom  bears  upon  it  the  date  as  well  as  the  place  of  its 
execution,  viz.,  Matagorda,  September  28,  1844,  and  the 
description  and  the  petition  accord  with  both  these  facts. 
It  is  true,  the  petition  contains  a  recital  that  Matagorda 
is  within  the  State  of  Texas,  but  by  no  extreme  of  cavil 
can  this  recital  be  converted  into  a  misdescription  of  the 
note.  Upon  the  whole  case,  we  think  the  judgment  of  the 
District  Court  was  correct,  and  we  accordingly  order  it  to 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the  record 
from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
Texas,  and  was  argued  hy  counsel.  On  consideration  wheieof, 
it  is  now  here  ordered,  and  adjudged  by  this  court,  that 
the  judgment  of  the  said  District  Court  in  this  cause  be,  and 
the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed,  with  costs  and  interest,  until  the 
same  is  paid,  at  the  same  rate  per  annum  that  similar  judg- 
ments bear  in  the  courte  of  the  State  of  Texas. 


•Abram  Sheppard  and  John  Duncan,  Plaintiffs  r.ti  o 
IN  ERROR,  V.  Peyton  S.  Graves.  ^ 

In  thu  cue,  u  iu  the  preceding,  it  U  decided,  that  where  the  plaintiff  averred 
enough  to  ihow  the  jurisdii;tion  al  the  court  and  the  defendant  pleaded  in 
abalement  that  the  plaintiff  «M  ditabled  from  bringing  the  suit,  on  Recount 
of  reiidence,  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  defendant  to  anatain  the  allegation 
by  proof. 

Until  that  wa«  done,  it  wa*  not  neceMaiy  for  the  plaintiff  to  offer  anj  evidence 
upon  the  labject. 

This  case  was  brought  up  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Texas. 

The  parties  were  the  same  as  those  in  the  preceding  case, 
and  the  point  upon  which  the  decision  of  the  court  turned 
was  the  same  as  one  of  those  decided  in  the  preceding  case. 
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It  was  argued,  in  conjunction  with  the  other,  by  the  same 
eouDsel. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  oourt. 

This  is  a  suit  between  the  parties  to  uie  case  No.  65,  and 
is  in  all  its  features  essentially  the  same  with  the  former  case 
with  one  exception,  which  will  be  pointed  out. 

In  this  suit,  as  in  No.  65,  the  defendants  below  demurred 
to  the  petition,  pleaded  in  abatement  to  the  regularity  of  the 
service  of  procesa,  to  the  disability  of  the  plaintiff  on  the 
score  of  residence,  and  then  interposed  a  defence  in  the  na- 
ture of  the  general  issue,  but  tendered  no  pionfs  in  support 
of  their  defences,  either  in  abatement  or  in  bar.  The  plain- 
tiff, to  sustain  the  juriadiution  of  the  court  upon  the  question 
of  residence,  and  to  meet  the  pleas  in  abatement,  offered  to 
read  the  deposition  of  twu  witnesses  Rugely  and  Blair,  resi- 
dents of  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  in  the  State  of  Louisiana, 
taken  de  bene  esse  before  a  Cniiimisaioner  in  the  city  of  New 
Orleans,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  1789.  The  reading  of 
these  depositions  was  objected  to  by  the  defendants,  because 
the  Commissioner  did  not  certify  that  the  witnesses  resided 
at  a  greater  distance  than  one  hundred  miles  from  the  place 
of  trial,  but  stated  only  that  they  were  residents  of  the  city 
of  New  Orleans,  within  the  Eastern  District  of  the  State  of 
Louisiana,  and  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  Court 
of  Texas.  The  court  permitted  the  introduction  of  oral  evi- 
dence to  prove  that  the  city  of  New  Orleans  was  at  a  greater 
distance  than  one  hundreci  miles  from  Galvest<m,  the  place 
of  trLil ;  and  ruling  also  that  the  court  itself  knew  judicially 
the  mail  routes  ana  distances  thereof,  and  that  New  Orleans, 
the  place  of  taking  said  depositions,  was  more  than  one  hun- 
dred miles  from  Galveston,  the  place  of  trial,  permitted  the 
depositions  to  he  read  in  evidence. 

,c,oi  "Whether  the  District  Court  erred  in  allowing  an 
J  omission  in  the  certificate  of  the  Commissioner  to  be 
supplied  hy  oral  evidence,  or  could  regularly  net  upon 
knowledge  assumed  to  be  within  its  judidal  cognizance,  we 
do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  examine,  in  order  to  dispose 
of  the  case  before  us.  It  must  be  recollected  that  the  de- 
fendants below  attenpted  no  proof  whatsoever  in  support  of 
any  of  their  pleas.  The  plaintiff  having  averred  enough  to 
show  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  nothing  having  been 
adduced  to  impeach  it,  that  jurisdiction  remained  as  stated, 
and  the  plaintiff  could  lose  nothing  by  adducing  either  im- 
perfect evidence,  or  no  evidence  at  all,  in  support  of  that 
which  clearly  existed,  and  which  he,  under  the  circumstancee, 
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could  not  be  called  on  to  sustain.  Even  then  had  the  case 
in  the  District  Court  stood  upon  an  issue  regularly  formed 
upon  the  pleas  in  abatement,  the  evitlence  of  the  depositions 
was  wholly  unnecessary — the  ruling  of  the  court  upon  that 
evidence  was  immaterial,  and  should  not  impair  the  strength 
of  the  plaintiff's  case,  which  was  perfect  without  it.  But 
the  exception  to  the  ruling  of  the  court  on  this  point,  must 
be  unavailable  upon  another  view,  as  given  in  our  consiilera- 
tion  of  the  preceding  case.  By  int-erposing  the  plea  of  the 
general  issue  after  their  several  pleas  in  abatement,  the  de- 
fendants have  effectually  waived  those  pleas,  and  surren- 
dered the  positions  covered  by  theni.  The  judgment  of  the 
Circuit  Court  must  in  this  case  also  be  a£Bimed. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Texas  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  considera- 
tion whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered  and  adjudged  by  this 
court  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  District  Court  in  thi» 
cause  be.  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed,  with  costs,  and 
interest  until  the  same  is  ptud,  at  the  same  rate  per  annum 
that  similar  judgments  bear  in  the  courts  of  the  State  of 
Texas. 


Sahttxl  Marsh,  William  E.  Lee,  aitd  Edward  C.  Dexa- 
VAN,  Plaintiffs  ik  brkor,  v.  Edward  Brooks,  and 
Virginia  C,  his  wife,  Chaules  P.  Billon,  and  Fran- 
ces E.  HI8  WIFE,  Waltisk  G.  Rbddick,  and  Dabnby  C. 
Reddick. 

This  court  decided,  In  8  Uotr.,  223,  that  the  recitab  in  a  patent  for  land,  re- 
ferring to  litici  of  anterior  date,  were  not  of  themselTes  lufflcient  to  eitab- 
lish  Hie  titles  thus  recited. 

The  tillei  thcniielTcs  bfinfc  now  produced,  it  is  decided,  that  a  permit,  . 
given  by  the  Lieutenant-Oovenior  of  Upper  Louisiana,  in  nW),  tu  a  ' 
person  to  form  an  establishment  on  the  Mississippi,  fnlluwed  by  actual  !»»- 
session  and  improvement,  eniitled  the  occupant  to  640  acres,  including  liin 
ImproTements.  althnnich  the  Indian  title  was  not  then  extin^cuished. 

It  was  not  the  practice  of  tlio  Spanish  fcoTemment  to  make  treaties  with  tlie 
Indian  tribes,  defining  their  Iraundaries;  but  to  prevent  settiementa  upon 
their  lands  without  special  permits.     Such  permits,  however,  were  usual. 

The  construction  of  the  treaty  between  tlie  United  States  and  tlie  Sac  and  Fox 
Indians,  must  be  that  the  latt«r  assented  to  an  occupancy  which  was  as 
notorious  as  their  own. 

Tbe  act  of  Congreis,  approved  April  20, 1813,  (3  SUt.  at  L.,  .^28,)  conRrming 
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certain  claims  to  lanil,  conflimed  this  one,  although  the  Recorder  of  Land 
Titles,  in  his  report,  maiie  in  1815,  had  added  thote  words,  "if  bdian  title 
extinguiehed."    The«c  words  were  lurpliuage. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Iowa. 

It  was  before  this  court  at  January  term,  1860,  and  is  re- 
ported in  8  How.,  223. 

The  children  and  heirs  of  Thomas  F.  Heddick,  (the  defend- 
ants in  enor,)  were  the  plaintift'a  in  the  court  below,  having 
brought  their  action  by  writ  of  riglit,  according  to  the  prac- 
tice of  the  courts  in  Iowa,  to  recover  640  acres  of  land  upon 
the  right  bank  of  the  Misiiissippi  Kiver. 

The  acts  uf  Congress  and  the  patent  to  Reddick  are  set 
forth  in  8  Howard,  to  which  the  reader  is  referred.  But  the 
plaintiffs  having  offered  additional  evidence,  it  may  he  proper 
to  bring  the  whole  into  one  view.  In  the  former  trial  the 
plaintiffs  relied  on  the  recitals  in  the  patent  to  Reddick  to 
prove  the  title  of  Tesson :  but  this  court  having  decided  that 
those  recitals  were  insufficient,  the  evidence  produced  upon 
the  trial  of  the  present  suit  in  the  District  Court  was  the 
following : 

Plaintiffs'  Evidence. 

1.  The  plaintifEs  proved,  that  Louis  Honor^  Tesson  settled 
on  the  land  in  controversy,  in  1798,  and  on  the  30th  of 
Marcl),  1799,  obtained  from  the  Spanish  government,  a  writ- 
ten pernait  to  settle  thereon,  which  is  recited  at  length  in  the 
record. 

2.  That  Tesson  had  possession,  and  inhabited,  cultivated, 
and  bad  houses  and  orchards  and  fields  on  said  lands,  in  1798, 
1799,  1800,  and  until  1805  ;  and  that  all  his  right,  under  the 
permit  and  settlement,  passed,  by  mesne  conveyances,  to  smd 
Thomas  F.  Reddick. 

8.  That  said  Reddick  duly  presented  and  proved  before  the 
Recorder  of  Land  Titles  at  St.  Louis,  his  claim,  and  claim  of 
title  from  Teason  to  said  land ;  and  that  said  Recorder,  by  his 
report,  dated  November  1st,  1815,  reported  on  said  claim  his 
opinion  as  follows :  "  Granted  640  acres,  if  Indian  rights  ex- 
tinguished." 

KciET  "4.  The  act  of  Congress,  approved  April  29th,  1816, 
°^°i  (3  U.  S.Stat,  at  L.,  p.  328,  ch.  155,)  "  for  the  confirmii- 
tion  of  certain  claims  to  land  in  the  Western  District  of  the 
State  of  Louisiana,  and  in  the  Territory  of  Missouri." 

5.  That  on  the  17th  of  May,  1838,  a  patent  certificate,  (No. 
1157,)  was  delivered,  by  the  Recorder  of  Laud  Titles  at  St 
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Louis,  t()  Edward  Brooks,  (one  of  the  original  plaintil^,)  for 
the  land  referred  to  in  the  report  of  November  1st,  1815. 

6.  A  patent  of  the  United  States,  issued  to  Thomas  F. 
Reddick,  described  as  assignee  of  Joseph  Robidoux,  assignee 
of  Louis  Honor^  Teason,  for  the  lands  iu  controveray,  dated 
the  7th  February,  1839. 

7.  Thej  also  [v<ived,  that  they,  the  plaintiffB,  vere  the 
heirs  and  legal  lepreBenttitives  of  said  Reddick ;  and  tiiat  the 
defendants  were  in  possession  of  the  land  in  controversy,  at 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  rested  their  case. 

DefendanU'  Evidence. 

The  defendants  then  gave  in  evidence  : 

1.  The  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the  Sac  and 
Fox  Indians,  (7  U.  S.  Stat,  at  L.,  229,)  made  at  Washington 
on  the  4th  of  August,  1824,  by  the  first  article  whereof,  these 
Indiana  ceded  to  the  United  States  all  their  right  and  title  to 
the  lands  claimed  by  them  between  the  Mississippi  and  the 
Missouri  rivers,  and  a  northerly  line,  running  from  the  Mis- 
souri, at  the  entrance  of  the  Kansas  River,  north  100  miles, 
to  the  northwest  corner  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  and  thence 
east  to  the  Mississippi ;  but  with  the  understanding  "  that  the 
small  tract  of  land  lying  between  the  rivers  Des  Moines  and 
Mississippi,  and  the  section  of  the  above  line  between  the 
Mississijipi  and  the  Des  Moines,  is  intended  for  the  use  of  the 
half-breeds  belonging  to  the  Sac  and  Fox  nations ;  they  hold- 
ing it,  however,  by  the  same  title,  and  in  the  same  manner, 
that  other  Indian  titles  are  held." 

2.  The  act  of  Congress,  approved  June  80th,  1834,  (4  U.  S. 
Stat,  at  L.,  ch,  167,  p.  740,)  "  to  relinquish  the  reversionaiy 
interest  of  the  United  States  in  a  certain  Indian  reservation 
lying  between  the  rivers  Mississippi  and  Des  Moines." 

3.  That  the  land  in  controversy  is  included  within  the 
interior  boundaiy  lines  of  the  Sac  and  Fox  half-breed  reserva- 
tion, referred  to  in  the  treaty  of  1824,  and  act  of  Coneress  of 
1834.  ^  ^ 

4.  Tlie  act  of  Congress  of  July  1st,  1836,  (6  U.  S.  Stat,  at 
L.,  p.  661,)  by  which  the  United  States  relinquished  to  the 
heirs  of  said  Thomas  F.  Reddick,  their  right  in  the  lands  em- 
braced in  said  patent — but  reserving  any  older  or  better 
claim  not  emanating  from  the  United  States,  and  providing, 
that  in  case  said  lands  should  be  included  in  any  reservation 
theretofore  *made  under  treaty  with  any  Indian  tribe,  r*cig 
Reddick  should  he  authorized  to  make  another  location  '- 

on  unappropriated  lands. 
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5.  Thut  tlie  640  acres  of  land  referred  to  in  said  act  of  Con- 
gress, of  Jnly  lat,  1886,  lie  within  the  exterior  boundary  linea 
of  said  Sac  and  Fox  half-breed  reservation,  made  by  the  treaty 
of  August  4th,  1834. 

6.  That  the  land  in  controTersy  is  worth  more  than  #2000. 
The  defendants  then  rested  their  case. 

The  plaintiffs  then  prayed  the  court  to  ioatruct  the  jury — 

1.  That  under  the  treaty  with  France,  of  the  30th  April, 
1803,  and  the  several  acts  of  Congi-ess  passed  in  pursuance 
thereof,  for  settlement  of  titles  in  the  Territory  of  Missouri, 
Tesson,  and  Reddick,  as  his  a.ss!gnee,  had  a  valid  subsisting 
interest  in  the  land  in  controversy,  at  the  date  of  the  report 
made  by  the  Recorder,  which  was  not  divested  by  the  reserva- 
tion in  the  treaty  with  the  Sac  and  Fox  Indians,  or  the  act  of 
Congress  of  the  30th  June,  1834. 

2.  That  the  claim  of  Tesson,  and  of  Reddick,  as  his  as- 
signee, as  reported,  was  substantially  confirmed  by  the  act  of 
Congress,  approved  April  27th,  1816. 

3.  That  the  patent,  taken  in  connection  with  other  evidence, 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs  a  fee-simple  title  to  the  land  in  coa- 
troversy,  and  overrides  the  title  set  up  by  defendants. 

These  instructions  were  given  by  the  Court. 

The  defendants  then  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury — 

1.  That  under  the  report  of  the  Recorder  of  Land  Titles, 
given  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiffs,  they  are  not  entitled  to 
recover  the  land,  unless  their  title  thereto  has  been  confirmed 
by  an  act  of  Congress.  This  instruction  was  given  by  the 
court. 

2.  That  the  true  construction  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  the 
29th  of  April,  1816,  given  in  evidence  by  the  plamtiffs,  does 
not  confirm  their  title  to  the  lauds  sued  for,  if  the  Indian 
title  to  the  same  was  not  at  that  time  extinguished. 

8.  That  the  treaty  of  August  4th.  1824,  with  the  Sao  and 
Fox  Indians,  is  arecognition  by  the  United  States,  at  the  date 
of  said  treaty,  of  the  Indian  right  to  the  lands  in  controversy ; 
the  same  being  within  the  Sac  and  Fox  half-breed  reservation. 

4.  That  the  Indian  title  to  the  land  in  controversy  was  not 
extinguished  prior  to  the  4th  of  August,  1824. 

6.  That  the  plaintiffs  have  shown  no  right  to  recover  the 
land  in  controversy  in  this  suit. 

The  first  of  these  instructions,  prayed  for  by  the  defend- 
ants, was  given  by  the  court ;  but  the  second,  third,  fourth, 
and  fifth  instructions,  as  prayed,  were  refused  to  he  given. 

The  defendants,  by  their  counsel,  excepted  to  the  rulings 
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and 'decifiioQB  of  the  court  ill  giving  the  instructions  r*c:i7 
prayed  for  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  in  refusing  to  give  the  '■ 
second,  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  instriictionB,  prayed  for  by  the 
defendants. 

The  jury,  under  these  instructions,  found  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiffs,  and  a  bill  of  exceptions  brought  these  several  rul- 
ings before  this  court  for  review. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Butler,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  and 
Mr.  Geytr,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Mr.  Butler,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  made  several  points. 
The  one  \i\ioii  which  the  decision  of  the  court  chiefly  turned, 
was  the  following : 

II,  ITie  District  Court  erred,  in  giving  to  the  jury  the 
several  instructiuus  prayed  for  by  the  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiffs below. 

1,  The  instruction,  "  that  under  the  treaty  with  France  of 
the  80th  of  April,  1803,  and  the  acts  of  Congress,  Tesson,  and 
Reddick  a^  his  assignee,  had  a  valid  subsisting  interest  in  the 
land  in  controversy,  at  the  date  of  the  report  made  by  the 
Recorder,  which  was  not  divested  by  the  reservation  in  the 
treaty  with  the  Sac  and  Fox  Indians,  or  the  act  of  Congress 
of  the  80th  of  June,  1834,"  was  erroneous. 

(After  analyzing  the  treaty,  and  the  several  acta  of  Congress 
from  that  time  to  1816,  Mr.  Butler  came  to  the  following  con- 
clusion :) 

Neither  under  the  treaty,  nor  under  any  one  of  the  above- 
cited  acts,  or  all  of  them  combined,  had  Reddick,  as  the  as- 
signee of  Tesson,  a  valid  subsisting  interest  in  the  land  in 
controvei-sy,  at  the  date  of  the  Recorder's  report,  November!, 
1815. 

1.  Under  the  treaty,  every  s])ecies  of  title  to  lands  in 
Louisiana,  emanating  fi'oin  the  French  or  Spanish  governments 
— whether  [lerfect  and  complete,  or  inchoate  and  incomplete — 
was  recognized  and  protected  as  "  property  " ;  but  mere  per- 
mits to  make  settlements  on  snch  lands,  even  when  lawfully 
granted  by  such  anthorities,  conferred  no  right  of  property 
within  the  meaning  of  the  treaty.  Lei  Boit  v.  Bramell,  4 
How.,  463  ;  Soulard  ^  Smith  v.  United  Statei,  4  Pet.,  611 ; 
Smith  V.  United  Statet,  10  Id.,  326 ;  Wherry  v  United  &'tatei, 
10  Id.,  328 ;  Chouteau  V.  Eckhart,  2  How.,  344 ;  Menar^a 
heirt  V.  MaBgey,  8  Id.,  293,  308,  806 ;  Biatell  v.  Penrote,  8  Id., 
817 ;  Landes  v.  Brant,  10  Id.,  348 ;  Glenn  v.  United  Statet, 
13  Id.,  250;  JTeiri  of  Vtl^mont  v.  United  States,  18  Id.,  261, 

2.  The  equitable  claim  of  settlers  under  such  permits,  upon 
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tl)e  Justice  or  bounty  of  the  goverament,  to  complete  their 
titles,  devolved,  after  the  treaty  of  ceasioa,  on  Cungreas,  who, 
by  the  several  stiitiite8  above  eited,  have  acted  upon  and 
regulated  the  subject.  Cases  above  cited. 
,.^Q-|  *3.  No  specific  quantity,  and  no  definite  location, 
J  are  mentioned  in  the  written  permit  to  Teasou ;  he  is 
merely  permitted  to  establish  himself,  for  tlie  purpose  of  trade 
with  the  Indians,  at  the  liead  of  the  rapid  of  the  River  Des 
Moines.  No  survey  could  have  been  made,  nor  was  any 
made  or  contemplated,  under  this  [jermit;  nor  did  any  inter- 
est, in  any  particular  tract,  pass  by  it  to  Tesson.  United 
States  V.  Forbes,  15  Pet.,  173 ;  Savie  v.  Buyek,  Id.,  215 ;  Same 
V.  O'Hara,  Id.,  275;  Same  v.  Delenpine,  Id.,  319;  Same  v. 
Miranda,  Id.,  153 ;  SaTne  v.  King,  3  How.,  773 ;  Same  v.  Law- 
to}i,  5  Id.,  10;  Same  v.  ViUalobos,  10  Id.,  541;  Same  v. 
Boiadore,  11  Id.,  62 ;  Same  v.  Leconipte,  Id.,  115;  Same  V. 
Vilemont,  13  Id.,  261 ;  Bi»sell  v.  Penrose,  8  Id.,  317. 

4.  TesBon,  after  making  his  establishment,  was  to  apply  to 
the  Governor-General,  to  obtain  a  grant  of  a  convenient  space 
for  the  use  of  his  establishment ;  and,  until  the  obtaining  of 
such  grant,  Tesson  neither  had,  nor  could  equitably  claim, 
any  interest  whatever  in  any  specific  tract  or  lot. 

5.  This  permit  to  Tesson  was,  therefore,  a  mere  license  to 
reside  and  trade  in  the  Indian  country ;  it  was  wholly  insuffi- 
cient to  extinguish  the  Indian  title  in  any  particular  tract,  or 
to  sever  any  particular  tract  from  the  public  domain ;  and, 
unless  confirmed  by  Congress,  and  duty  located  by  their 
authority,  Tesson  had,  and  could  have  no  standing,  under 
said  permit,  in  a  court  of  justice.     Cases  above  cited. 

See,  as  to  the  Indian  title,  and  the  proceedings  necessary  to 
extinguish  it,  the  following  noses -.^United  States  v.  Arre- 
dondo,  6  Pet.,  691,  741 ;  MiUhell  v.  United  States,  9  Id.,  711 ; 
3.  c,  15  Id.,  52,  83,  88;  United  States  v.  Fernandez,  10  Id.. 
303 ;  Marsh  v.  Brooks,  8  How.,  223 ;  Qaines  v.  Nicholstm,  9 
Id.,  356 ;   United  States  v.  D'Auterive,  10  Id.,  624. 

6.  Whatever  power,  under  the  acts  of  Congress  passed 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  Receiver's  report,  that  affair  might 
have  to  grant  or  confirm  to  Tesson's  assignee,  as  a  donation, 
the  land  claimed  by  him,  neither  of  said  acts  had,  by  itaelf, 
confirmed  his  claim. 

The  first  branch  of  the  instruction  now  under  review — that 
Tesson  and  his  assignee,  on  the  1st  of  November,  1815,  had  a 
subsisting  interest  in  the  land  in  controversy — was,  therefore, 
erroaeous. 
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Mr.  Oeyer,  fur  the  defenduats  in  error,  divided  his  pointe 
us  follows : 

That  a  complete  title  to  the  land  in  controversy  was  vested 
ill  Thomas  F.  Keddick,  on  the  29th  of  April,  1816,  whether 
the  "  Indian  rights  "  had,  or  had  not,  then  been  extinguished ; 
and  *the  title  so  vested  has  not  been  divested  or  ini-  rsc-iq 
paired,  by  any  subsequent  treaty  or  act  of  Congress.       *- 

A  connrmation  of  a  title  by  act  of  Congress,  not  only  ren- 
ders it  a  legal  title,  but  furnishes  higher  evidence  of  that  fact 
than  a  patent,  inasmuch  aa  it  is  a  direct  grant  of  the  fee  by 
the  government  itself,  whereas  a  patent  is  only  an  act  of  its 
ministerial  nfficer.  Grignon's  Leiaee  v.  Astor,  2  How.,  319, 
S.  F. ;  Sivtvu't  Leasee  v.  Irvine,  Z  Uall.,  405 ;  Strother  v. 
Lucas,  12  Pet.,  410. 

The  grant  to  the  htdC-breeds  by  the  act  of  30th  of  June, 
1834,  does  not  affect  the  grant  to  Reddick,  by  the  act  of  29th 
of  April,  1816.  It  is  a  principle  iipplicable  to  every  grant, 
that  it  cannot  affect  preexisting  titles.  Polk's  Lessee  v.  Wen- 
dall,  5  Wheat.,  293;  9  Cranch,  87;  Patterson  v.  Loinn,  11 
Wheat.,  380;  Stoddard  et  al.  v.  Chambers,  2  How.,  284. 

II.  Tlie  confiiniation  by  the  act  of  29th  April,  181G,  vested 
in  Reddick  the  title,  subject  only  to  the  Indian  right  of  occu- 
pancy, if  not  then  extinguished.  All  grants  by  the  govern- 
ment are  subject  to  such  rights,  whether  expressly  reserved 
or  not,  but  as  soon  as  they  are  extinguished  by  cession  or 
otherwise,  the  grantee  of  the  government  acquires  full  domin- 
ion over  the  proprty.  Fletcher  v.  Peck,  6  Cranch,  87,  137, 
143;  Mitchell  \.  United  5(a(e8,  9  Pet.,  711;  United  State*  y. 
Hernandez,  10  Pet.,  304. 

III.  The  report  of  the  Recorder  of  Land  Titles  is  an  ap- 
proval of  the  claim  of  Reddick,  and  a  lecommeiidation  that 
six  hundred  and  forty  acres  be  granted  to  him,  "if  Indian 
rights  extinguished."  Referring  it  to  Congress  to  determine 
the  whole  question.  Congress  must  therefore  be  understood 
to  have  decided  that  the  Indian  rights  were  extinguished,  or 
to  have  made  the  gi-ant  subject  to  such  rights,  and  in  either 
case  the  title  of  the  defendants  in  error  is  com])lete ;  all  sncli 
rights  having  been  extinguished  before  the  commencement  of 
the  suit. 

IV.  Although  the  grantee  of  the  govemment  takes,  subject 
to  the  Indian  right  of  occupancy,  the  existence  of  such  right 
ia  not  presumed,  nor  is  the  grantee  bound  to  prove  its  extin- 
guishment in  an  action  against  a  mere  intruder,  especially 
where,  as  in  this  case,  the  grant  is  by  an  act  of  Cmigress. 

V.  If  the  Indian  right  of  occupancy  could  be  set  up  as  a 
bar  to  a  recovei'y  under  a  grant  by  act  of  Congress,  which  is 
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denied,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  defendants  below  to  prove 
the  existence  of  such  right  at  the  time  of  the  oommencement 
o£  the  suit.  No  such  proof  was  made;  on  the  contrary,  si > 
far  as  the  evidence  discloses  the  existence  of  any  claim  by  any 
Indian  tribe,  that  claim  appeai-s  to  have  been  extinguished  in 
1824,  so  that  at  that  time,  if  not  before,  Reddick  acquired  the 
absolute  dominion  and  right  of  possession, 
ncon-i  *VI.  The  permit  granted  by  the  Spanish  Goveni- 
J  ment  to  Louis  Honor^  Tesaon,  to  settle  upon,  occupy, 
and  cultivate  the  land  in  controversy,  as  his  property,  excluded 
all  Indian  rights.  The  grants  of  the  Spanish  government  were 
not  aubject  to  Indian  rights,  but  opei'Hted  as  extinguishments 
of  such  rights  on  the  lands  granted.  At  the  date  of  the  treaty 
by  which  Louisiana  was  acquii-ed,  the  title  of  Tesson,  though 
incomplete,  was  property  protected  by  the  treaty ;  that  title, 
with  all  its  incidents,  was  recognized  by  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  confirmed  by  the  act  of  29th  April,  1816 ; 
80  that  according  to  the  record,,  no  Indian  right  of  occupancy 
existed  since  1798. 

VII.  If  the  existence  of  an  Indian  right  had  been  reo^- 
nized  by  the  treaty  of  4th  August,  1824,  as  asserted  in  the 
third  refused  instruction,  such  recognition  would  not  have 
affected  the  title  of  Reddick,  granted  in  1816.  But  that 
treaty  recognizes  no  such  right;  it  is  merely  a  relinquish- 
ment of  a  claim  by  the  Sacs  and  Foxes,  a  quitclaim  by  the 
Indians,  and  not  a  recognition  of  their  title  by  the  United 
States. 

The  Sacs  and  Foxes,  by  a  treaty  of  3d  November,  1804, 
(Stat,  at  L.,  vol.  7,  p.  84,)  ceded  to  the  United  States  all 
their  claim  to  the  lands  east  of  a  line  di-awn  from  a  point  on 
the  Missouri  River,  opposite  the  mouth  of  O;iaconade,  to  a 
point  on  the  River  Jeffreon,  thirty  miles  above  it-s  mouth, 
thence  down  that  river  to  the  Mississippi  River,  and  up  the 
same  to  the  mouth  of  Wisconsin  River,  &c. 

The  Great  and  Little  Osages,  by  a  treaty  of  10th  Novem- 
ber, 1808,  ceded  to  the  United  States  all  lands  "north- 
wardly of  the  Missouri  River."  A  survey  of  the  boundai-y 
was  provided  for  in  the  seventh  article,  and  was  made  in 
1816;  the  north  boundary  being  coincident  with  the  north 
boundary  of  the  now  State  of  Missouri. 

The  Usages,  as  well  as  the  Sacs  and  Foxes,  had  set  up 
claims  to  lands  north  of  the  Miiwouri,  and  both  relinquished 
to  the  United  States.  But  in  1824.  the  Sacs  and  Foxes  still 
pretended  to  have  a  claim  within  the  bounds  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  which  is  relinquished  by  the  treaty  of  1824. 

It  cannot  be  assumed  that  the  title  to  the  coantrr,  em- 
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bracing  the  land  in  controversy,  was  in  the  Sacs  and  Foxes 
at  any  time ;  nor  can  the  party  claiming  under  a  grant  of  the 
Spanish  Government,  confirmed  by  act  of  Congress,  be  re- 
quired to  prove  that  it  was  not,  or  that  their  treaty  of  1804 
included  the  land  granted.  The  party  who  undertakes  to 
maintain  a  possession  against  such  a  title,  by  showing  an  out- 
standing title  or  right  of  occupancy,  takes  upon  himself  the 
burden  of  proving  it. 

•Mr.  Justice  CATRON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  r«coi 
court.  t 

This  case  was  before  us  in  1860,  and  is  reported  in  8 
Howard.  We  then  held  that  as  the  patent  to  Reddick's 
heirs  of  1839  was  younger  than  the  treaty  of  1824,  and  the 
confirming  act  of  1836,  by  which  the  title  of  the  United 
States  was  primd  faeie  vested  in  the  Sao  and  Fox  half- 
breeds,  the  putent  could  not  prevail.  Nor  could  its  recitals 
be  relied  on  to  give  it  legal  effect  from  an  earlier  date  than 
it  had  on  its  face. 

The  judgment  was  then  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
for  another  trial,  and  an  intimation  given,  that  probably 
additional  evidence  might  be  adduced  on  a  subsequent  trial, 
which  would  establish  an  earlier  and  better  title  in  the  plain- 
tiffs, than  that  of  the  half-bieeds.  That  trial  tias  taken  place, 
and  the  case  is  now  before  us,  with  the  evidence  to  which  the 
recitals  in  the  patent  of  Reddick's  heirs,  to  some  extent, 
refer.  This  evidence  consists  of  a  permit  given  by  tlie  Lieu- 
tenant-Governor of  Upper  Louisiana  to  Louis  Honor^  Tes- 
son,  to  establish  himself  at  the  head  of  the  rapids  of  the 
River  Des  Moines,  (being  a  great  rapid  in  the  River  Missis- 
sippi,) and  having  formed  his  establishment,  he  was  assured 
that  then  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  Governor-General  of 
Louisiana,  residing  at  New  Orleans,  to  procure  for  said 
Honor^,  a  concession  of  sufficient  space  to  render  the  estab- 
lishment available  and  useful  to  the  trade  of  the  countiy  in 
peltries,  and  so  that  said  Honor^  might  exercise  an  oversight 
of  the  Indians,  and  keep  them  in  the  fidelity  which  they 
owed  to  His  Catholic  Majesty;  the  object  being  to  increase 
the  trade  with  the  Indians  on  that  border;  and  in  which  said 
Honor^  was  permitted  to  be  a  participant,  and  to  trade  with 
the  Indians  in  that  part  of  His  Majesty's  dominions;  nor 
were  any  rival  traders  to  be  allowed  to  deal  with  the  Indians, 
except  such  as  had  a  passport  for  that  purpose,  signed  by  the 
Lieutenant-Governor.  This  stipulation  was  made  in  March, 
1T99.  Honor4  was  then  in  possession  of  the  land  in  dispute, 
and  bad  improvements  on  it;  and  he  improved  it  further 
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tmder  the  permit  of  1799,  and  continued  there  until  1805. 
He  had  huuses,  orchards,  and  fields. 

Thos.  P.  Reddick's  claim  was  regularly  derived  by  assign- 
ments from  Hunor^.  Reddick's  heirs  claimed  a  league 
square,  on  the  assumption  that  the  permit  to  settle  and 
inhabit,  entitled  Honord  to  this  quantity.  But  the  Recorder 
at  St.  Louis,  acting  as  Commissioner,  rejected  the  claim  for  a 
league  square ;  and  properly,  as  we  think ;  there  being  only 
a  promise  of  title  in  future,  but  no  concession  of  land,  in  the 
Lieutenant-Governor's  permission  to  Honor^  to  establish 
himself,  and  occupy  the  premises,  and  trade  with  the 
Indians.  As,  however,  Honor^  held  actual  possession,  and 
^Eooi  ^^  improved  the  laud  in  an  expensive  "and  siibstan- 
-'  tial  manner,  he  was  beyond  question  entitled  to  six 
hundred  and  forty  acres,  including  his  improvements,  under 
our  acts  of  Congress  securing  this  quantity  to  actual  settlers, 
had  the  land  laid  within  that  part  of  Louisiana  to  which  the 
Indian  title  was  extinguished,  at  the  time  when  the  occu- 
pancy existed.  Being  uncertain  whether  Honord  was  en- 
titled, by  reason  of  his  inhabitation  and  cultivation  within 
territory  to  which  tiie  Indian  title  was  not  extinguiahed,  the 
Recorder,  in  his  tabular  statement,  granted  the  six  hundred 
and  forty  acres,  "  if  Indian  rights  extinguished."  And  this 
expression  has  embarrassed  the  title  for  more  than  thirty 
yeai-s.  There  were  many  claims  in  the  Recorder's  report  and 
tabular  statement,  in  which  this  one  is  found ;  and  by  the 
act  of  April  29, 1816,  all  of  them  were  confirmed  without 
exception,  and  without  any  notice  having  been  taken  of  the 
Recorder's  remark,  referring  to  an  existing  Indian  title  to  the 
land.  That  the  Sacs  and  h  oxes  did  claim  the  country  gene- 
rally, where  this  land  lies,  is  not  controverted;  nor  was  their 
claim  ceded  to  the  United  States  till  1824.  And  this  raises 
the  question  whether,  according  to  Spanish  usage,  whilst 
that  power  governed  Louisiana,  an  existing  Indian  claim  t(t 
territory  precluded  inhabitation  and  cultivation  under  a  per- 
mit to  inhabit  and  cultivate  a.  particular  place  designated  in 
the  permit,  and  which  was  in  the  Indian  country.  Spain  had 
no  treaties  with  any  of  the  Indian  tribes  in  Louisiana,  fixing 
limits  to  their  claims,  so  far  as  we  are  informed.  The 
Indians  were  kept  quiet,  and  at  peace  with  Spanish  subjects, 
by  kind  treatment  and  due  precautions,  which  did  not  allow 
obtrusion  on  lands  claimed  by  them,  without  written  permits 
from  tiic  Governor ;  but  that  such  permits  were  usual,  can- 
not be  doubted.  The  county  of  St.  Charles  lies  in  the  fork 
of  the  Mississippi  and  Missouri  rivers;  it  was  settled,  and 
the  village  of  St.  Charles  established  there,  twenty  years  and 
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more  before  we  acquired  Louismna;  and  yet,  by  the  treaty 
of  November  3d,  1804,  lliis  section  of  country  was  ceded  to 
the  United  Stiites,  by  the  Sac  and  Fox  tribes,  extending  from 
the  Missouri  River,  opi>osite  to  the  mouth  of  the  Gat^conade, 
to  the  Janfilione,  or  "  North  2  rivers,"  as  now  known  ;  which 
empties  into  the  Mississippi,  in  the  county  of  Mariim,  in  the 
State  of  Missouri.  This  country  was  as  solemnly  ceded,  aa 
was  the  country  north  of  that  cession,  by  the  treaty  of  1824; 
'and  which  treaty  is  here  set  up  in  opposition  to  Reddick's 
title.  The  treaty  of  1804  was  duly  ratified  by  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States,  and  apparently  sanctioned,  retrospectively, 
the  Sac  and  F<ix  elaiin  to  the  old  county  of  St.  Charles,  in 
like  manner  that  the  treaty  of  1824  recognized  an  existing 
Indian  claim  to  the  half-breed  tract,  where  the  land  iu  dis- 
pute lies. 

•And  again  in  1808,  the  Osages  ceded  to  the  United  racoo 
States  all  the  lands  east  of  a  line  running  from  Fort  L 
Clark  on  the  Missouri  River,  situate  a  few  miles  below  the 
mouth  of  the  Kansas  i  theuce,  due  south  to  the  river  Arkan- 
sas, and  down  the  same  to  the  Mississippi ;  up  the  same  to 
Sullivan's  line;  then  west  to  the  north-west  corner,  being  a 
point  one  hundred  niiies  due  north  of  the  mouth  of  the 
Kansas  River;  and  with  this  line  south  to  the  north  bank  of 
the  Missomi  op^iosite  the  mouth  of  the  Kansas.  Sullivan's 
line  was  run  in  1816,  in  execution  of  the  Osage  treaty  of 
1808,  and  is  the  northern  houudary  of  the  half-breed  tract, 
and  the  line  referred  to  in  the  treaty  of  1824,  with  the  Sacs 
and  Foxes,  and  which  the  Osage  treaty  of  1808,  included. 

This  treaty  had  every  sanction  that  a  ratification  fay  our 
Senate  could  give  it,  and  is  a  recognition  of  an  Indian  title 
in  the  Osages  to  nearly  all  the  territorj'  now  embraced  in  the 
State  of  Missouri,  and  the  greater  part  of  Arkansas;  and  of 
an  Osage  right  to  the  land  claimed  by  Reddick  up  to  Novem- 
ber, 1808 ;  and  yet  the  county  and  town  of  St.  Louis,  the  seat 
of  government  in  Upper  Louisiana  during  the  existence  of 
the  Spanish  colonial  government  there,  the  post  of  New 
Madrid,  the  county,  town,  and  post  of  St.  Charles,— were  all 
within  the  cession  made  by  the  Osages;'  and  within  which 
cession,  lay  a  great  mass  of  Spanish  orders  of  survey  and 
grants,  in  regard  to  which  this  country  has  been  legislating 
and  adjudicating  for  nearly  fifty  years,  without  any  one  ever 
supposing  that  such  concessions  were  affected  by  these  lo<)se 
Indian  pretensions  set  up  to  the  country  at  a  time  when  the 
concessions  were  made ;  pretensions  that  the  Spanish  govern- 
ment notoriously  disregarded,  further  than  a  cautious  policy 
requii-ed.    If  permits  to  inhabit  aud  cultivate  were  given  in  so 
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many  other  instances,  regardless  of  Indiaii  claims,  no  I'easoii 
eziste  why  Honor^  Tesson  could  not  lawfully  improve  the  land 
in  dispute  under  his  perujit;  and  in  view  of  this  notorious 
state  of  facts,  the  tteaty  of  1804  with  the  Sacs  and  Foxes,  by 
an  additional  article,  declared  that  nothing  in  that  treaty  con- 
tained should  affect  the  claim  of  any  individual  (or  individ- 
uals, if  more  than  one)  who  had  obtained  grants  of  laiid 
from  the  Spanish  government  beyond  the  boundaiT  lines  of 
the  country  then  ceded  to  the  United  StJites,  on  lands  claimed 
by  the  Sacs  and  Foxes,  but  not  ceded  by  that  treaty;  pro- 
vided, that  such  grants  had  at  any  time  been  made  known  to 
the  said  Indian  tribes,  and  recognized  by  them.  That  the 
large,  valuable,  and  notorious  improvements  were  made  by 
Hunor(5,  at  a  place  where  the  Sacs  and  Foxes  themselves  re- 
sided at  the  time,  is  a  historical  fact.  He  resided  there  aa 
notoriously  as  they  did.  His  claim  to  this  property  was 
,-21-1  transferred  to  Reddiek,  and  was  "occupied  for  twenty- 
J  five  years  under  Tesson  and  Reddiek,  and  his  heirs  be- 
fore the  treaty  of  1824  was  made.  It  was  held  and  improved 
by  authority  of  the  Spanish  government,  and  claimed  as  in- 
dividual property,  to  which  the  Indian  right  of  possession  did 
not  extend;  of  this  the  Indians  never  complained,  nor  do 
they  now  complain ;  no  half-breed  owner  and  Indian  descend- 
ant is  defending  this  suit;  it  is  defended  by  trespassers, 
showing  no  color  of  claim  under  the  half-breeds,  or  any  one 
else ;  shelter  is  sought  under  the  assumption  that  Honor^'s 
permit  and  inhabitation  were  neither  known  or  recognized  by 
the  Saos  and  Foxes,  and. that  therefore,  the  additional  article 
of  the  treaty  of  1804,  cannot  protect  the  title  of  Reddiek. 
We  concur  with  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Attorney-General  Grundy, 
in  his  report  of  1839  on  Roddick's  title,  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury,  (Opinions  of  Attorney-Gen.,  1230,)  that  it 
must  be  presumed  that  the  Indians  both  had  knowledge  and 
assented  to  Honor^'s  claim  ;  and  we  are  furthermore  of  opin- 
ion, that  the  Indian  tribes,  and  the  half-breeds,  who  claim 
under  them,  must  be  held  to  knowledge,  and  to  consent,  that 
Honor^  took  and  held,  rightful  possessions,  from  the  fact  of 
his  open  and  notorious  actual  occupancy,  and  holding  for 
himself,  in  their  midst.  This  is  the  settled  rule  in  other 
cases,  and  no  reason  is  seen  why  it  should  not  apply  in  this 
case.  The  reasons  are  quite  as  strong,  and  the  rule  quite  as 
necessary  in  its  application  here,  as  it  was  in  the  case  of 
Landet  v.  Brant,  (10  How,,  87.6,)  where  we  enforced  the 
rule.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  supposed  Indian 
right  of  occupancy  did  not  affect  the  confirmation  by  Con- 
gress in  this  case,  and  that  the  remark  of  the  recorder,  "If 
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Indian   rights  extinguished,"  wa8  surplusage,  and  which  re- 
mark CongreB3  properly  disregarded. 

That  the  eoniiruiation  of  1816  carried  the  title  with  it,  if 
the  confirmation  was  valid,  has  ao  often  been  decided  by  this 
court,  that  it  is  not  open  to  discussion  ;  nor  iy  it  disputed 
here  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  below.  The  confirming  act 
of  1816,  however,  ordered  that  a  patent  should  issue  accoi-d- 
ing  to  a  survey  afterwards  to  be  made,  in  all  cases  confirmed 
by  the  act.  This  has  been  done.  The  patent  recites  the 
necessary  facte  to  connect  the  confirmation  witli  the  patent, 
and  gives  date  to  it  by  relation,  as  a  legal  title,  from  the 
29th  of  April,  1816,  according  to  the  boundaries  set  forth  in' 
the  patent ;  aud  as  this  ruling  covers  all  the  instructious  that 
were  given  in  the  court  below,  and  all  such  as  were  refused, 
we  order  that  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
•record  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  rucqc 
for  the  Southern  District  of  Iowa  and  was  argued  by  ^ 
counsel.  On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  nowhere  ordered 
and  adjudged  by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said 
District  Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
affirmed  with  costs. 


John  Jackson,  Pi^aintiff  in  error,  v.  Samdbl  Hale, 
George  C.  Many,  and  Juhk  V.  Ayer. 

Where  A  warehouseman  gave  a  receiiit  for  vlieat  vrliiuh  he  did  not  receiTe, 
and  aficrwarda  tlie  quaiitil;  wliicli  lie  aciuullj'  had  wa*  divided  aiuoDgst  the 
reipecIiTe  depoiitora,  sn  ncliun  of  u-pieTin,  brought  by  the  aisiicnee  of  the 
tittitioaa  rpu^ipt,  could  not  be  maintained  wheD,  under  it,  one  of  theie  por- 
tions wag  sei7.ed. 

Evidence  offered  to  iliow  that  the  wlieat  in  question  was  auigncd  to  the  de- 
fendant, waa  objected  to  by  Ibe  plaitililf  In  llie  replevin ;  but  bucIi  objection 
wai  properly  overruled.    The  plaintiff  had  shown  no  title  in  himself. 

So  also,  evidence  was  admiBsiblc  to  show  that  the  receiver  of  the  flcliliooi 
certificate  liail  never  deposited  any  wheat  in  the  warehouse. 

The  dcfendanta  in  this  cnse  were  the  aBsiin>ees  of  the  original  warehousenian, 
and  were  not  responsible,  unless  it  eould  be  shown  that  wheat  was  deposited, 
which  had  c-ome  Into  their  possession.' 

'  As  to  the  duty  of  one  purehasinfc  must  have   been  removed   from   the 

a  warehouse  receipt,  and  when  he  is  warehouse,   see     Van    Sriioonliovfa   v. 

'   with  notice  thai  the  article  Curlty,  21  Hun  (N.  T.),  206. 
..  XIV.— 86  661 
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This  case  was  brought  up  by  writ  of  error  from  the  Di»- 
triet  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Wisconsin. 
The  &cts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argiied  by  Mr  Lawrence,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
and  by  Mr.  Lee^  and  Mr.  Seward,  for  the  defeudaiits  in  error. 

Mr.  Lawreneey  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  made  the  following 
points. 

First.  The  Judge  of  the  District  Court  erred  in  ruling 
upon  the  admission  of  testimony,  that  a  depositary,  when 
there  is  a  joint  interest  in  the  deposit,  may  change  the  joint 
interest  of  depoSLtors  into  an  interest  in  severalty,  by  mere 
setting  apart,  without  delivery  made. 

Second.  The  court  erred  in  holding,  that  a  depositor,  hav- 
ing a  joint  interest  in  one  description  of  property,  his  depos- 
itary could  confer  a  title  upon  him,  to  the  extent  of  such 
joint  uiterest,  from  deposits  of  a  different  deseriptioQ ;  or 
that  if  his  deposits  were  in  piirt  winter  wheat,  &c.,  his  depos- 
itary might  set  apart  to  him  the  spring  wheat  of  other  depos- 
itors, ana  such  act  of  the  depositary  would  give  title. 

Third.  Testimony  was  improperly  admitted,  that  "  the 
property  rose  in  value  after  it  was  taken  in  replevin,"  and 
•"iafil  "**^*'  *"'®  agent  of  the  plaintiff  was  told  that  the 
J  wheat  belonged  to  parties,"  in  whom  defendants  had 
pleaded  property— as  also  the  evidence  to  contradict  the 
receipt. 

Fourth.  The  Judge  of  the  District  Court  should  not  have 
decided  to  refuse  a  new  trial,  if  defendants  would  consent  to 
remit  a  part  of  the  recovery  for  detention,  when  a  recovery 
had  been  secured  by  testimony  taken  under  objection. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

It  appears,  in  this  case,  that  C.  H.  Hutchinson  was  a  ware- 
houseman at  the  city  of  Ranasho,  (formerly  Southport,)  in 
Wisconsin,  and  in  that  character  had  received  on  deposit 
large  quautities  of  wheat  from  different  persons,  which,  by 
common  consent,  was  mingled  in  general  mass. 

On  the  22d  of  February,  1850,  Hale,  Many,  and  Ayer,  the 
defendants,  succeeded  Hutchinson  in  the  business  and  posses- 
sion of  this  warehouse ;  and  at  the  time  the  possession  was 
transferred,  the  portions  of  wheat  to  which  the  several  de- 
positors were  respectively  entitled,  were  separated  and  put 
into  different  bins ;  and  the  old  receipts  given  by  Hutchinson, 
surrendered. 
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III  this  divisioi],  7000  bushelB,  wbich  had  been  depoaited  at 
different  times  by  Adams  &  Son,  were  placed  in  a  separate 
bin  for  them ;  and  they,  as  well  as  Hutchinson  and  Hale, 
Many  and  Ayer,  were  present  when  the  division  was  made. 

Previous  to  this,  however,  and  while  Hutchinson  was  still 
carrying  on  business  at  the  warehouse,  he  gave  the  following 
receipt  to  Hubbard,  Faulkner  &  Co. 

Received  into  store,  Southport,  January  19,  1850,  for  ac- 
count of  Messrs.  Hubbard,  Faulkner  &  Co.,  four  thousand 
bushels  of  spring  wheat,  deliverable  on  board  vessel  free  of 
chaise,  on  return  of  this  receipt,  and  not  insured  agaiust  fire. 

4O00  bushels  of  wheat.  C.  L.  Hutchinson. 

Hubbard,  Faulkner  &  Co.  never  deposited  any  wheat  at 
the  warehouse,  but  paid  Hutchinson  $2,640  as  the  price  of 
the  quantity  mentioned  in  the  receipt ;  and  afterwards  sold 
it  to  John  Jackson,  the  plaintiff  iji  error,  for  $1,050,  and 
indorsed  and  delivered  to  him  the  receipt. 

I'he  plaintiff,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  this  quantity  of 
wheat  under  this  assignment,  sued  out  a  writ  of  replevin 
aeainst  the  defendants,  and  the  marshal,  under  the  direction 
01  the  agents  of  the  plaintiff,  replevied  and  delivered  to  him 
4000  bushels  of  wheat,  part  of  the  7000  bushels,  placed  in  a 
bin  for  Adams  &  Son,  as  herein  befiire  nientianed. 

The  defendants  appeared  and  pleaded  sundry  pleas,  and 
among  others,  property  in  Adams  &  Son.  And  at  the  trial, 
the  *jury  found  for  tlie  defendants,  and  that  the  wheat  r«coY 
taken,  was  the  property  of  Adams  &  Son  ;  and  its  ■- 
value,  $2,640 ;  and  assessed  damages  for  the  detention,  at  the 
sum  of  four  hundred  dnllars. 

Upon  a  motion  made  by  the  plaintiff,  for  a  new  trial,  the 
court  it  seems,  were  of  opinion  that  a  new  trial  should  be 
granted,  unless  the  defendant  remitted  all  the  damt^es 
assessed  as  aforesaid,  beyond  the  interest  on  the  value  of  the 
wheat  from  the  day  it  was  taken  under  the  replevin,  to  the 
day  of  trial.  And  under  this  0]iiMion  of  the  court,  the  de- 
fendants remitted  all  of  the  damages,  except  one  hundred  and 
one  dollars,  and  the  judgment  was  thereupon  accordingly 
entered. 

Upon  this  judgment  the  present  writ  of  error  is  brought. 

The  facts  above  stated  are  set  out  in  an  exception  taken 
hy  the  plaintiff.  The  statement  shows,  that  Hubbard,  Faulk- 
ner &  Co.,  in  whose  favor  tlie  warehouse  receipt  was  given 
by  Hutchinson,  never  deposited  any  wheat  in  this  warehouse, 
but  paid  for  this  receipt  iu  money.    And  the  plaintiff  offers 
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no  evidence  but  the  I'eceipt  itself  to  show  that  Hutchinson 
had  any  wheat  of  his  own  in  this  wai-ehouse  at  the  time  it 
was  given,  or  at  any  other  time ;  and  in  the  division  which 
took  place  when  the  possession  was  ti-ansferred  to  the  defend- 
ants, none  was  set  apart  as  belonging  to  Hutchinson. 

Upon  Biieh  a  state  of  facts,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  any 
question  of  law  could  have  arisen,  open  to  dispute.  The 
plaintiff  indeed  objected  to  the  evidence  offered  to  prove  that 
the  wheat  replevied  was,  in  the  division  of  the  general  mass, 
set  apart  in  a  bin  as  the  property  of  Adams  &  Co.  But  if 
there  was  any  thing  in  the  objection,  (and  clearly  there  wag 
not,)  it  would  not  avail  the  plaintiff  unless  he  could  show 
that  it  belonged  to  him.  For  he  could  not  maintain  the  re- 
plevin unless  he  proved  that  the  wheat  was  his  property. 
And  if  he  had  no  wheat  there,  it  was  perfectly  immaterial 
whether  it  was  lawfully  divided,  or  remained  in  general  mass. 
And  if  the  want  of  a  legal  division  among  the  owners,  pre- 
vented it  from  being  specifically  the  property  of  Adams  & 
Co.,  it  would  equally  prevent  it  from  being  the  separate  prop- 
erty of  the  plaintiff,  even  if  he  was  entitled  to  the  quantity 
he  claimed  in  the  general  mass. 

So,  too,  lie  excepts  to  evidence  offered  to  prove  that  Hub- 
bard, Faulkner  &  Co.  had  never  deposited  any  wheat  in  the 
warehouse.  The  evidence  was  undoubtedly  admissible.  For 
whether  they  had  done  so  or  not,  was  the  fact  in  dispute. 
Besides,  the  plaintiff  himself  had  already  proved  the  fact  by 
his  own  witness,  Faulkner,  who  stated  that  Hubbard,  Faulk- 
ner &  Co.  paid  money  to  Hutchinson  for  the  wheat.  They 
did  not,  therefore,  deposit  it  themselves.  And  as  regards  the 
"i^fll  *l^"'^S^s  remitted,  'certainly  the  plaintiff  is  not  injured 
-I  by  having  the  judgment  rendered  against  him  for  a 
smaller  sum  instead  of  a  larger.  If  either  party  had  a  right 
to  complain  of  the  opinion  of  the  court  under  which  the 
remittitur  was  entered,  it  was  the  defendants,  and  not  the 
plaintiff.  For,  if  a  party  uses  tJie  process  of  the  law  wilfully 
and  oppressively,  his  conduct  may  be  considered  by  the  jury 
in  estimating  the  damages  sustained  by  the  injured  party. 
And  proof  of  the  conduct  of  the  agents  of  the  plaintiff  in  this 
respect,  and  also  of  the  damage  sustained  by  the  defendants 
by  the  loss  of  a  favorable  market,  were  properly  submitted 
to  the  consideration  of  the  juiy, 

The  receipt  of  Hutchinson,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relied, 
did  not  prove,  or  t«nd  to  prove,  that  the  wheat  taken  on  the 
replevin  was  the  wheat  therein  mentioned — or  that  any  wheat 
belonging  to  Hutchinson,  or  to  Hubbard,  Faulkner  &  Co., 
ever  came  to  the  hands  of  the  defendants.  It  shoved  that 
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Ilutcbinson  held  so  much  wheat  for  Hubbard,  Faulkner  & 
Co.  But  the  defendants  are  not  answerable  for  his  con- 
tracts, or  his  warehouse  receipts,  unless  it  is  shown  that  the 
property  came  into  their  possession.  And  there  is  not  the 
slightest  evidence  to  shi>w  that  any  wheat,  belonging  either 
to  Hutchinson  or  to  Hubbard,  Faulkner  &  Co.,  was  ever  in 
the  warehouse  after  it  was  transferred  to  the  defendants. 
The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is  aflirnied,  with  costs. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Wisconsin,  and  was  argued  by  counseh  On  con- 
sideration whereof,  it  is  now  iiere  ordered,  and  adjudged  by 
tliis  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  District  Court,  in 
this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed,  with  costs, 
and  interest  until  the  same  is  paid,  at  the  same  rate  per  an- 
num that  similar  judgments  bear  in  the  courts  of  the  State 
of  WisooDsin. 


James  Stephens,  Appeliart,  v.  Isaac  H.  Cadt. 

Where  the  copy-right  of  a,  map  wm  taken  out  under  the  act  of  Conj^M,  and 
the  copperplate  enj^raving  seized  and  sold  under  an  execution,  the  purcliaier 
did  not  acquire  the  rijiht  to  strike  ulTand  Bill  cojiies  of  [lie  map.' 

The  court  below  decided  tliat  an  injunction  to  prevent  such  strikinK  off  and 
■elling,  coutd  not  itsuc,  nit]iont  a  return  of  the  purchaie-monejr.  Tina 
decision  wtu  erroneous. 

A  copy-right  is  a  "property  in  notion,  and  has  no  corporeal,  tangible  sub- 
stance," and  "is  not  the  subject  of  Bcizurc  and  sale  by  eiecutlon.     It  r^ran 
can  be  reached  by  a  croditor'a  bill  in  chancery,  but  in  socti  case,  the  ■■ 
court  would  probably  have  to  decree  a  trantfer  in  the  mode  pointed  out  in 
the  act  o(  Congress.* 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Rhode  Island,  sitting  as  a  Court  of 
Ekmity. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  submitted  on  |)rinted  argument  by  the  appellant,  in 
proper  person.     No  counsel  appeared  for  the  appellee. 

'  Retibwed.  A</er  t.  Murrag,  16  500.  See  also  Gordon  v.  AnlAong,  4 
Otto,  12B,  1.12.  Bann.  &  A.,  202;  Marrat/  r.  Agtr,  \ 

«  Further  decisions.  .'(f*rvnfr.f.V,irf-  Mack.,  Bi>-100;  Carvtr  v.  Ptck,  131 
dmg,yi  How., 447;  10Id..Ull.  V\-\\.\>.  Mass.,  21)2;  UiUHte  v.  Bait,  10  Abb. 
PallerioHv.  Slate  o/  Kenli-rts.T  Olto,     (N.  Y.)  N,  C,  00;  s.  c,  M  N.  Y..  »2. 
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Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Tliia  is  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Diittrict  of  Khode  Island. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  appellant  in  the  court  below,  to 
restrain  the  defendant  from  printing  and  publishing  a  map  of 
the  State  of  Rhode  Island  and  Providence  Plantatioua,  iu 
violation  of  the  com  [iliiin  ant's  copy-right. 

The  facts  are  briefly  these ;  The  complainant,  on  the  23d 
of  April,  1881,  took  out  the  copy-right  of  a  map,  the  title  of 
which  is  as  follows :  "  A  Topographical  Map  of  the  State  of 
Rhode  Island  and  Providence  Plantations,  surveyed  trigono- 
metrically  and  in  detail,  by  James  Stephens,  to^wgrapher  and 
civil  engineer,  Newjxirt,  R.  I,,  1831,  the  right  whereof  he 
claims  as  author,  in  conformity  with  the  act  of  Congress, 
entitled  an  act  to  amend  the  several  acts  respecting  copy- 
rights," and  since  then  has  been  engaged  in  printing,  pub- 
lishing, and  vending  the  said  maps,  oy  virtue  of  the  copy- 
right thus  obtained.  In  March,  1846,  a  judgment  was 
recovered  against  him,  in  the  Common  Pleas  of  Bristol 
county,  Massachusetts,  for  $194,23,  upon  which  an  execution 
was  issued,  and  the  copperplate  engraving  of  tlie  map  iu 
question,  seized,  and  sold,  and  bid  off  by  the  defendant  for 
the  sum  of  $245,  he  being  the  highest  bidder.  Having  thus 
become  entitled  to  the  property  iu  the  engraving,  he  claimed 
the  right  to  print  and  publish  the  maps,  and  in  pursuance  of 
this  supposed  right,  he  has  been  engaged  in  printing,  pub- 
lishing and  vending  the  siitiie. 

On  the  hearing  upon  the  bill,  answer,  and  proofs,  the  court 
below  differed  in  opinion,  an  to  the  effect  of  the  sale  of  the 
copperplate  engraving  of  the  map;  but  agreed  that  no  in- 
junction could  issue  without  a  repayment  of  the  purchase- 
money,  which  was  refused  by  the  complainant;  whereupoa 
the  court  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs. 

The  single  question  in  the  case  is,  whether  or  not  the  prop- 
erty acquired  by  the  defendant  in  the  copperplate,  at  the 
sherilTs  sile,  carried  with  it,  as  an  incident,  the  right  to  print 
and  publish  the  map  engraved  upon  its  face. 
•filOl  'Upon  this  question  the  court  below  divided  in 
l  opinion,  but  finally  agreed  in  dismissing  the  bill. 

The  appellee  has  not  followed  the  case  into  this  court,  and 
we  have  not,  therefore,  been  favored  with  the  grounds  and 
reasons  relied  on  for  sustaining  the  decree ;  nor  have  we  been 
furnished  with  the  reasons  of  the  court  for  the  same.  The 
ground  ujioii  whichthedecision  was  ultimately  placed,  namely, 
the  refiisiil  of  the  complainant  to  refund  the  purchase-money, 
is  certainly  not  satisfactory ;  for  if  the  copy-right  of  the  map, 
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or  any  right  to  print  or  publish  the  same,  passed  with  the 
purchase  of  the  plate,  ss  incidental,  as  there  is  nothing  in  the 
facts  of  the  case  to  invalidate  tlie  sale,  the  title  became  com- 
plete in  the  purchase!,  and  could  not  be  rightfully  interfered 
with.  But  if  otherwise,  then  there  was  no  ground  for  impos- 
ing the  repayment  of  the  purcliase-money,  as  a  condition 
to  the  relief  prayed  for ;  the  injunction  should  have  been 
awarded,  and  the  defendant  directed  to  account. 

But  from  the  consideration  we  have  given  to  the  case,  we 
are  satisfied  that  the  property  acquired  by  the  sale  in  the 
engraved  plate,  and  the  copy-right  of  the  map  secured  to  the 
author  under  the  act  of  Congress,  are  altogether  different  and 
independent  of  each  other,  and  have  no  necessary  connection. 
The  copy-right  is  an  exclusive  right  to  the  multiplication  of 
the  copies,  tor  the  benefit  of  the  author  or  his  nssignu,  discon- 
nected  from  the  plate,  or  any  other  physical  existence.  It 
is  an  incorporeal  right  to  print  and  publish  the  map,  or, 
as  said  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Millar  v.  Taylor  (4  Burr., 
2396,)  "a  property  in  notion,  and  has  no  corporeal  tangible 
substance." 

The  engraved  phtte  and  the  press  are  the  mechanical  instru- 
ments,  or  means  by  which  the  copies  are  multiplied,  as  the 
types  and  press  are  the  instruments  by  which  the  copies  of  a 
Imok  are  produced.  And  to  say  that  the  right  to  print  and 
publish  the  copies  adheres  to  and  passes  with  the  means  by 
which  they  are  produced,  would  be  saying,  in  effect,  that  the 
exclusive  right  to  make  any  given  work  of  art  necessairily 
belonged  to  the  person  who  happened  to  become  the  owner  of 
the  tools  with  which  it  was  made ;  and  that  if  the  defendant 
in  this  case  had  purchased  the  stereotyped  plates  of  a  book, 
instead  of  the  engraved  plate,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to 
the  copy-right  of  the  work,  or  at  least,  to  the  right  to  print, 
publish,  and  vend  it ;  and  yet,  we  suppose  that  the  statement 
of  any  such  pretension  is  so  extravagant  as  to  require  nu 
argument  to  refute  it.  Even  the  transfer  of  the  manuscript 
of  a  book  will  not,  at  common  law,  cany  with  it  a  right  to 
print  and  publish  the  work,  without  the  express  consent  of 
the  author,  as  the  property  in  the  manuscript,  and  the  right 
to  multiply  the  copies,  are  two  separate  and  'distinct  r»rai 
interests.  4  Burr.,  2380,  2396 ;  2  Eden,  329;  2  Atk.,  >■  °**^ 
342 ;  2  Story,  100. 

Lord  Mansfield  observed,  in  Millar  v.  Taylor,  that  "no 
disposition,  no  transfer  of  paper  upon  which  the  composition 
is  written,  marked,  or  impressed,  (thoug)i  it  gives  the  power 
Ui  print  and  imblisl!,)  can  be  construed  a  conveyance  of  the 
copy,  (_by  which  he  means  copy-right,  as  appears  from  a  pre- 
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vious  part  of  his  opinion,)  without  the  author's  express  con> 
sent  'to  print  and  publish,'  much  leas  against  his  will." 

Now,  it  seema  to  ua,  that  the  transfer  of  the  nmnuacript  of 
a  book  by  the  author  would,  of  itself,  furniah  a  much  stronger 
ai^iiment  for  the  inference  of  a  conveyance  of  the  right  to 
multiply  copies,  than  exists  in  the  case  of  a  transfer  of  the 
plate  in  queation,  or  of  the  stereotype  plates,  as  the  ideas  and 
sentiments,  or  in  other  words,  the  composition  and  substance 
of  the  work,  ia  thereby  transferred.  But  the  property  in  the 
copy-right  is  regarded  aa  a  different  and  distinct  right,  wholly 
detached  from  the  mannacript,  or  any  other  physical  exist- 
ence, and  will  not  pass  with  the  mannacript  unlesa  included 
by  express  words  in  the  transfer. 

The  copperplate  engraving,  like  any  other  tangible  personal 
property,  is  the  aubject  of  aeizure  and  sale,  on  execution,  and 
the  title  pasaea  to  the  purchaaer,  the  same  as  if  made  at  a 
private  sale.  But  the  incorporeal  right,  secured  by  the  statute 
•to  the  author,  to  multiply  copies  of  the  map,  by  the  use  of 
tbe  plate,  being  intangible,  and  resting  altogether  in  grant,  is 
not  the  aubject  of  seizure  or  sale  by  means  of  thia  process — 
certainly  not  at  common  law.  No  doubt  the  property  may  be 
reached  by  a  creditor's  bill,  and  be  applied  to  the  payment 
of  the  debts  of  the  author,  the  same  as  stock  of  the  debtor  is 
reached  and  applied,  the  court  compelling  a  tranafer  and  sale 
of  the  atock  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditora.  20  Johna.  (N.  Y.), 
554;  5  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  Oh.,  280;  a.  c,  4  Id.,  687;  1  Paige 
(N.  Y.),  637.  But  in  case  of  such  remedy,  we  suppose,  it 
would  be  necessary  for  the  court  to  compel  a  trans^r  to  the 
purchaser,  in  conformity  with  the  requirements  of  the  copy- 
right act,  in  order  to  invest  him  with  a  complete  title  to  the 
property.  The  first  section  of  that  act  provides,  that  the 
author  of  any  map,  chart,  &c.,  his  executors,  administrators, 
or  legal  aasigna,  shall  have  the  sole  right  of  printing,  publish- 
ing, and  vending  the  same,  during  the  period  for  which  the 
copy-right  haa  been  aecured.  And  the  seventh  section  forbids 
any  person  from  printing,  publishing,  or  selling  the  map  nr 
chart,  under  heavy  penalties,  without  the  consent  of  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  copy-right,  first  obtained  in  writing,  signed 
in  the  presence  of  two  credible  witnesses.  Act  of  Congreas, 
Feb.  3,  1831. 

"5821  *^°  assignment,  therefore,  that  would  vest  the 
J  assignee  with  the  property  of  the  copy-right,  according 
to  the  act  of  Congress,  must  be  in  writing,  and  signed  in  the 
presence  of  two  witnesses,  and  it  may,  I  think,  well  oe  doubted 
whether  a  transfer  even  by  a  sale,  under  a  decree  of  a  court 
of  chancery,  would  pass  the  title  so  aa  to  protect  tbe  purchaser, 
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uiilesB  by  a  conveyaiice,  in  conformity  with  this  requirement. 
6  Barn.  &  C,  169 ;  1  Carr.  &  P.,  558 ;  R.  &  M.,  187 ;  D.  &  K., 
216. 

It  is  unnceajary,  however,  to  express  an  opinion  upon  the 
point.  It  is  sufScient,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  to  say, 
timt  the  right  in  question  is  wholly  independent  of,  and 
disconnected  from,  the.  engraved  plate  ;  and,  that  there  is  no 
foundation  for  the  defence  set  up,  that  it  passed  as  appur- 
tenant to  the  sale  and  transfer  of  the  property,  in  the  en- 
graved plate,  from  which  the  copies  of  the  map  were  struck 
off. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  decree  below 
must  be  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  proceedings  remitted, 
with  directions  that  a  decree  be  entered  for  the  complainant, 
in  conformity  with  this  opinion. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Rhode  Island,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On 
consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged,  and 
decreed  by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  the  said  Circuit 
Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed, 
with  costs,  and  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
remanded  to  the  said  Circuit  Court,  with  directions  to  enter 
a  decree  therein,  in  confoi'mity  to  the  opinion  of  this  court. 


L.  E.  Stainback  et  al.,  Claimants  op  the  Ship  Wash- 
ington, HER  TACKLE,  &C.,  APPELLANTS,  V.  WiLLIAM  A. 
Rae,  in  his  own  hight,  and  as  Administrator  or 
Joseph  Porter  Wheeler,  deckased,  akd  Edmund 
Cbosbt,  Master,  Owners  of  the  Ship  Mary  Frances, 
AND  Frederick  Tudok,  Owners  of  the  Cargo  op 
said  Ship,  Appellees. 

Where  a,  colliilon  takes  place  between  tvo  veisela  at  sea,  which  ii  the  reaalt 
of  ineTitable  accident,  without  the  Diligence  or  fault  of  either  party,  each 
Teuel  muit  bear  it*  own  lou.' 

1  Applied.      Staraii  -r.  Sojer,  24  r.  Ship  John  Frazer,  21   How.,  IM, 

How.,    126;    The    Morning   Light,   2  The  Florence  P.  Hall.  14  Fed.  Rep., 

Wall.,  600.     DiRnHGniRHBn.     Union  418.      S.    P.    The    Eliia    and   AlAj, 

8.   S.   Co.  T.  N.    Y.i-r.  S.S.  Co.,  24  BlMchf.&H.,4S6;  The  North  America. 

How.,  318.    CiTiD.    Brig  Jamtt  Orag  2   N.  Y.  Leg.  Oba.,  07 ;  The  Moxeg, 
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Mr.  Justice  Ourtig  did  not  ait  in  tliia  cause,  having  been  of 
counsel  in  the  court  below. 

^.qq-.       *This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
J  United  States  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts,  in  ad- 
miralty. 

The  facts  are  stated  iu  the  opiuiou  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Badger  and  Mr.  Lawrence,  for  the 
appellants,  and  by  Mr.  Goodrich,  for  the  appellees. 

The  points  made  by  the  coutisel  for  the  appellants,  were 
the  following: 

First.  That  the  watch  on  board  the  Washington,  was  usual, 
proper,  and  safe ;  and  that  consequently,  no  negligence  is  im- 
putable to  her. 

Second.  That  iu  the  state  of  the  weather,  and  the  position 
of  the  two  vessela  in  respect  to  each  other,  it  was  impossible 
that  the  Washington  could  have  discovered  the  Mary  FranceB 
at  a  greater  distance  thau  a  quarter  of  a  mile,  and  highly  im- 
probable that  she  could  hiive  discovered  her  at  more  than  half 
that  distance ;  and  that  under  such  circumstances,  considering 
the  admitted  rate  at  which  the  two  vessels  were  approaching 
each  other,  it  was  impossible  for  the  Wasiiington,  by  any  ma- 
nceuvre  whatever  to  have  avoided  the  collision. 

Third.  That  if  the  Mary  Frances,  as  stated  by  some  of  her 
witnesses,  discovered  the  Washington  ten  minutes,  and  as 
stated  by  others,  five  minutes,  before  the  collision,  the  two 
vessels  must  have  been  at  a  distance  of  two  miles,  or  at  least 
one,  from  each  other,  and  it  waij  in  her  power,  by  changing 
her  course,  to  have  avoided  the  collision  ;  and  if,  as  stated  by 
the  same  witnesses,  she  perceived  that  the  Washington  had 
not  discovered  her,  it  was  her  duty  to  have  done  so,  and  con- 
sequently the  collision  is  attributable  to  the  fault,  not  of  the 
Washington,  but  of  the  Mary  Frances. 

And  hence,  that  the  collision  was  either  a  mere  misfor- 
tune, without  fault  in  either  party,  or  without  fault  on  the 
Krt  of  the  Washington,  and,  in  either  view,  the  decree  must 
revei'sed. 

Abb.  Adm.,  73 ;  The  yauiitiit,  1  Ware,  either  aide,  and  both  partiet  haTe  en- 

629;   The  Fatkion  y.  Witrd,61/lclie»D,  deavored,   \ij   erery    means    id    their 

162;  B.  o,,  Newb.,  8;  The  Auitria,  7  power,   with   due  care   and    caution, 

Sawj.,  434.  and  with  a  proper  display  of  tkautical 

Inevitable   accident   is   only   when  skill,  to   avoid   injury,      itattpien  t. 

the   disaster   happens    from    natural  Unitrd  SlaM,  11  Ct.  ot  CL,  ^».    See 

cauK«,  without  negligence  or  fault  on  The  Energy,  10  Ben.,  166. 
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Mr.  Qoodrichy  for  the  apiieUees,  contended, 

1.  That  on  the  night  of  the  collision,  the  weather  was  fair 
and  starlight  overhead,  with  a  hazy  horizon,  and  that  the 
night  was  not  unusually  dark. 

2.  The  tihipu  being  each  cloeehauled  on  the  wind,  neither 
was  materially  to  windward  of  the  other,  and  each  crew  was 
equally  favorably  sitnated  to  see  tlie  other  ship,  and  to  hear 
hailing  from  the  other  ship. 

And  if  either  ship  was  to  windward  of  the  other,  and  for 
this  reason  less  favorably  situated  in  those  respect^  it  was  the 
Mary  Frances. 

3.  That  the  crew  of  the  Maiy  Frances  had  a  good  loot-o  t 
"before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  and  used  all  rucvti 
due  care  to  prevent  it ;  and  that  they  actually  saw  and  '- 
hailed  the  Washington  in  time  to  prevent  the  collision  ;  and 
that  the  crew  of  the  Washington  did  no  act  to  avoid  the  col- 
lision, and  the  collision  was  attributable  to  the  absence  of  a 
good  look-out  on  board  the  latter  ship. 

4.  The  appellees  maintain,  that  the  rule  of  the  sea  is,  that 
where  two  vessels,  closehauled  on  the  wind,  approach  each 
other,  and  must  meet  unless  the  course  of  one  is  changed,  the 
vessel  having  her  starboard  tacks  on  board,  must  keep  her 
course,  and  the  one  having  lier  larboard  tacks  on  board,  must 
bear  up  and  give  way.  The  Alexander  WIm,  2  W.  Rob.  Adm., 
65,  68  ;  The  Virgil,  Id.,  201  ;  The  Mary  Stewart,  Id.,  244  ;  The 
Cheater,  3  Ha^.  Adm.,  316  ;  The  Liyo,  2  Id.,  356,  860  ;  Clapp 
Y.  Young,  6  Law  Rep.,  111-13  ;  1  Conkling's  Adm.  Pr.,  308- 
6  ;  The  Evropa,  14  Jur.,  627,  (2  Law  and  Eq.,  562-4)  ;  The 
Genetee  v.  Fitzhugh,  12  How.,  443;  Wahh  v.  Rogera,  13  Id., 
283;  Pritchard'a  Adm.  Dig.,  art.  12,  p.  156;  1  Bell,  Com., 
583. 

6.  That  the  appellees  having  made  out  a  prxmd  fade  case 
of  want  of  skill  nnd  care  on  the  part  of  the  crew  of  the 
Washington,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  appellants  to  show 
that  due  care  and  skill  was  used.  Authorities  previously 
cited.  The  George,  9  Jur.,  282,  4 ;  Notes  o£  Cases,  161 ; 
Tritchard,  Adm.  Dig.,  art.  114.  116,  and  117,  p.  187,  tit. 
Dam^e. 

6.  That  appellees  are  entitled  in  law  to  recover  compensa- 
tion for  freight  and  cargo,  as  well  as  for  the  ship  of  appellants. 
See  8  Kent,  Com.,  6  ed.,  282,  §  8 ;  Story  on  Bailm.,  ch.  6,  §§ 
599,  602,  608,  and  case  of  Dundee,  note  to  §  609 ;  1  Bell, 
Com.,  580. 

12.  The  Washington  was  in  fault,  because  her  officers  and 
crew  did  not  maintain  that  constant  care  and  vigilance  which 
her  position  required. 
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A.  The  Washington,  having  her  larboard  tacks  on  board, 
was  bound  to  give  way. 

B.  No  officer,  and  only  two  men  on  deck,  attending  to  the 
navigation  of  the  ahip— one,  McCoy,  was  at  the  wheel,  the 
other,  Simmons,  a  boy,  was  on  the  look-out. 

C.  A  large  ship,  with  noisy  passengers,  nearing  the  land, 
under  full  sail,  in  a  hazy  night,  should  have  had  at  least  two 
men  on  the  look-out. 

.    D.  No  sufficient  look-out  before  the  call  to  the  pumps. 
E.  The  Washington  might  have  avoided  the  collision. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts,  in  admiralty. 
,t„e,  "The  libel  charges,  that  the  ship  Mary  Frances,  laden 
J  with  ice,  was  on  a  voyage  from  Boston  to  New  Orleans, 
and  that  on  the  11th  December,  1847,  at  about  half-past  three 
o'clock  in  the  morning,  while  on  her  starboard  tack,  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  voyage,  she  was  struck  by  the  ship 
Washington,  nearly  midships  on  her  larboard  side,  breaking 
in  her  bulwarks  and  stanchions,  and  starting  her  planks 
and  timbers,  so  that  in  a  few  hours  she  filled  with  water, 
and  the  master  and  bands  were  obliged  to  abandon  her,  and 
she  went  to  the  bottom. 

The  respondents,  in  their  answer,  state,  that  the  ship  Wash- 
ington, at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  libel,  was  upon  the  high 
seas  between  George's  Shoals  and  the  south  shore  of  Nan- 
tucket Island,  at  a  distance  of  about  sixty  miles  from  land; 
that  the  win<l  was  blowing  a  moderate  breeze  from  the  south- 
south-west,  and  the  Washington,  with  all  her  reefs  out,  with 
courses  free,  and  main-topgallant  sails,  jib,  and  flying-jib,  and 
fore  and  main-topmast-stay-eails  set,  was  sailing  full  and  by, 
u|>on  her  larboard  tack,  and  steering  due  west  by  the  compass, 
and  as  near  the  wind  as  possible  :  that  she  had  a  competent 
watch  on  deck,  keeping  a  good  look-out,  the  weather  being 
dark  and  hazy  towards  the  horizon,  especially  to  the  leeward 
of  the  ship,  but  the  stars  visible  above.  That  while  she  was 
thus  pursuing  her  course,  at  about  half-past  three  o'clock  in 
the  morning,  the  Mary  Frances  was  seen  about  four  points  on 
the  lee  bow  of  the  Washington,  and  was  then  in  the  act  of 
running  up,  and  did  immediately  nin  up  into  the  wind  athwart 
the  hawse  of  the  Washington  ;  and,  that  instantly,  on  the  dis- 
covery of  the  Mary  Frances,  and  of  the  course  she  was  pur- 
suing, the  helm  of  the  Washington  was  put  hard  up,  and 
every  endeavor  made  by  the  hands  on  deck  to  put  her  before 
the  wind,  and  to  avoid  a  collision. 
672 
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The  facts,  as  proved  on  the  part  of  the  libellants,  are  sub- 
stantially as  follows : 

That  about  half-past  three  o'clock,  on  the  morning  of  the 
11th  December,  1847,  the  hands  on  board  the  Mary  Frances, 
while  tthe  was  standing  to  the  eastward,  on  her  starboard  tack, 
the  wind  from  the  soiith-south-weBt,  closehauled,  descried  the 
Washington  something  less  than  a  quarter  of  a  mile  distant, 
about  a  point  and  a  half  forward  of  the  Mary  Frances's  lar- 
board beam,  some  of  the  hands  say,  on  the  larboard  bow  two 
or  three  points.  The  Washington  was  standing  to  the  west- 
ward when  first  seen,  and  orders  were  immediately  given  to 
put  the  helm  hard  down,  and,  at  the  same  time,  the  hands 
cried  out  to  those  fin  board  the  Washington,  to  keep  off. 
The  collision  took  place,  as  estimated,  from  five  to  seven  min- 
utes after  the  Washington  was  first  discovered.  The  Mary 
Frances  was  struck  midships,  on  the  "larboard  side,  rccofj 
her  bulwarks  stove  in,  and  her  plauks  below  the  white  '• 
streak  on  the  opposite  side  were  broken,  and  all  her  fore- 
rigging  carried  away.  The  ship  was  abandoned  with  thirteen 
feet  of  water  in  her  hold,  being  a  wreck,  and  wholly  unman- 
ageable. The  Washington  was  not  at  first  seen  plainly,  as  the 
weather  was  hazy.  The  second  mate  of  the  Mary  Frances, 
who  had  charge  of  the  watch,  and  one  of  the  first  to  descry 
the  Washington,  says  the  weather  was  hazy  and  thick,  the 
sky  was  overcast,  no  moon  or  stars  visible.  The  Mary 
Frances  was  about  320  tons  burden  ;  the  Washington  about 
500  tons. 

The  evidence,  on  behalf  of  the  respondents,  is  substantially 
as  follows : 

The  Washington  was  bound  from  Liverpool  to  Virginia  by 
the  way  of  New  York,  and  had  on  board  a  cargo  of  salt,  and 
some  170  steerage  passengers.  She  was  on  her  larboard  tack, 
closehauled,  the  wind  about  south-south-west.  The  man  at 
the  wheel  states,  that  an  order  was  given  from  the  deck,  "put 
the  helm  hard  up,  there  is  a  ship  into  us  " ;  that  the  order  was 
obeyed  instantly,  but  the  collision  immediately  followed.  Sim- 
mons, one  of  tlie  hands,  states,  that  he  was  on  the  weather  side 
of  the  Washington's  windlass  on  the  look-out;  that  the  weather 
was  dark,  cloudy,  and  hazy ;  that  he  descried  the  Mary  Frances 
about  a  minute  and  a  half  or  two  minutes  before  the  collis- 
ion ;  that  she  was  on  the  lee  bow  of  llio  Washington,  between 
three  and  four  jioints;  that  at  first  he  could  not  determine 
her  course  on  account  of  the  thick  weather.  When  he  first 
saw  her  he  sang  out  to  the  man  at  the  wheel  to  put  helm  hard 
up.  The  witness  heard  a  noise  or  hail  about  half  a  minute 
before  he  descried  the  Mary  Frances,  but  could  not  determine 
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whence  it  came ;  Bupposed  it  might  be  from  some  of  the  pas- 
sengei-s,  aa  they  were  in  tlie  habit  of  inakiitg  a  noise. 

This  witness  is  Bubstaiitially  corroborated  by  several  others 
on  board  the  Washington.  Part  of  the  watch  were  at  the 
pumps  at  the  time  the  collision  took  place. 

The  testimony  on  both  sides  agree,  that  each  vessel  was 
going  at  the  rate  of  five  and  a  half  knots  the  hour. 

The  court  below  decreed  in  favor  of  the  libellants. 

Upon  a  careful  perusal  of  the  evidence  in  behalf  of  the 
libellants  and  the  respondents,  it  is  apparent  that  there  is 
much  less  discrepancy  and  contradiction  among  the  witnesses 
called  by  the  respective  parties,  as  to  the  material  facts,  than 
are  usually  found  in  these  collision  cases. 

All  agree  as  to  the  state  of  the  weather — thick,  hazy  and 
dark ;  as  to  the  direction  of  the  wind — from  the  south-south- 
west; the  course  of  the  vessels — the  Mary  Frances  on  the 
starboard  tack,  standing  south-east,  and  the  Washington  on 
•C07-1  the  •larboai-d,  standing  nearly  due  west;  the  rate  of 
-'  speed — five  and  a  half  Knots  the  hour.  And  even  as  it 
respects  the  distance  the  vessels  were  from  each  other  when 
first  descried,  there  is  very  little,  if  any  difference. 

According  to  the  witnesses  on  board  the  Mary  Frances, 
the  Washington  was  less  than  a  qnarter  of  a  mile  distant, 
when  she  was  first  seen.  The  distance  of  the  former  vessel, 
when  first  seen  by  the  hands  ou  board  the  Washington,  is 
not  stated  directly  ;  bnt  Simmons,  the  look-out,  testifies  she 
was  seen  from  one  and  a  half  to  two  minutes  before  the 
collision,  which,  regarding  the  combined  speed  of  the  two 
vessels,  must  have  been  at  iili mt  the  same  distance.  The 
probability  is,  that  the  two  vessels  were  much  nearer  each 
other  than  a  quarter  of  a  mile,  when  first  seen.  The  chief 
mate  of  the  Mary  Frances,  who  was  asleep  in  his  berth  at 
the  time,  but  immediately  afterwards  on  deck,  fixes  the  dis- 
tance the  vessel  could  be  seen  in  that  state  of  the  weather  at 
about  two  hundred  yards;  and  this  corresponds  with  the 
opinion  expressed  by  the  master  of  the  Washington,  where 
he  says  the  Mary  Frances  might  have  been  seen  at  a  distance 
of  about  four  times  her  length.  The  answer  of  expei'ts  is 
that  the  distance  a  vessel  could  be  seen  in  such  weather 
would  be  uncertain.  Tlie  course  the  two  vessels  were  steer- 
ing was  calculated  to  increase  the  difticulty,  and  embarrass 
the  look-out  in  descrying  the  vessel  ahead,  for,  as  they  were 
approaching  each  other  by  the  wind,  they  presented  to  the 
eye  the  edges  of  the  sails,  and  not  the  breadth  of  them,  as 
in  other  positions. 

There  is  some  apparent  discrepancy  between  the  witnesses 
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of  the  two  vessels  in  lesjiect  to  their  relative  position  at  the 
time  they  were  first  aeen.  The  hands  on  board  the  Maiy 
Frances  state,  when  they  first  descried  the  Washington,  she 
was  two  or  three  points  011  their  larboard  how,  one  of  them 
states,  she  was  a  point  atid  a  half  forward  of  their  larboard 
beam. 

The  hands  on  board  the  Washington  state  that  the  Mary 
Frances  was  011  their  lee  how  when  first  seen,  which  would 
place  the  Washington  to  the  windward.  This  may  be  recon- 
ciled probably  by  what  is  stated  by  the  experts,  who  ^ree, 
that  two  vessels,  approaching  each  other  as  these  were,  the 
hands  on  each  would  necesttiirily  see  the  approaching  vessel 
over  the  lee  bow,  and  which  may  have  led  those  on  board 
the  Washington  to  suppose  this  vessel  was  on  the  weather 
side. 

The  manoeuvre  of  each,  on  discovering  the  other,  it  is  . 
^reed,  was  proper,  and,  indeed,  the.  only  one  that  could 
have  afforded  any  chance  of  preventing  tlie  collision.  The 
Mary  Frances  was  thrown  into  the  wind  by  putting  her  helir. 
hard  down,  and  'the  Washington  bore  away  before  rmroa 
the  wind  by  putting  lier  helm  hard  up.  The  orders  '- 
were  not  only  proper  and  skilful,  but  were  promptly  given 
and  instantly  executed;  and  unless  fault  can  he  imputed  t« 
the  latter  vessel  in  not  descrying  the  Mary  Frances  sooner, 
HO  as  to  have  afforded  time  for  these  nianceuvres  to  have 
avoided  the  disaster,  we  do  not  see  how  she  can  be  properly 
chargeable  with  the  consequences;  and  as  to  that,  the  dim- 
culty,  if  not  impossibility  of  discovering  a  vessel  ahead  at  a 
greater  distance  than  the  Mary  Frances  was  seen  by  the 
hands  on  the  Washington,  the  relative  position  of  the  two 
vessels  while  approaching  each  other  by  the  wind,  presenting 
only  the  edges  of  the  sails  instead  of  their  breadth,  and  in 
thick  and  hazy  weather,  such  as  existed  in  this  case,  in  con- 
nection with  the  combined  speed  of  the  vessels  at  the  time, 
seem  to  furnish  evidence  sufficient  to  repel  any  such  imputa- 
tion. The  two  vessels  must  have  come  together  probably  in 
less  than  two  minutes  after  they  were  first  seen.  The  look- 
out appears  to  have  been  competent  and  suHicient,  and  such 
is,  as  we  understand  it,  the  opinion  of  the  experts  examined, 
and  who  were  selected  by  both  the  parties. 

Indeed,  the  fact  that  the  Mary  Frances  must  have  been 
seen  about  the  same  time  by  the  hands  of  the  Washington 
that  she  was  seen  by  those  on  board  of  the  Mary  Frances, 
and  which  we  think  is  fairly  borne  out  by  the  evidence,  of 
itself,  should  be  regarded  as  conclusive  against  the  charge  of 
fault  in  this  lespect. 
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We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  collision  was  the 
result  of  an  inevitable  accident,  aiisinr  out  of  one  of  the 
perils  of  navigation,  and,  in  judgment  of  law,  is  not  attribu- 
table to  the  fault  of  either  party.  And  in  such  cases  the  set- 
tled rule  iu  admiralty  in  England  is,  that  each  vessel  must 
bear  its  own  loss,  which  rule  nas  been  heretofore  recognized 
by  this  court,  but  has  not  beeii  before  directly  applied.  The 
Woodrop  Simx,  2  Dods.  Adm.,  83;  1  How.,  28;  Id.,  89;  3 
Kent,  Com.,  231 ;  Abbott  on  Shipp.,  Pt.  3,  ch.  ],  and  Ft.  4, 
ch.  10,  I  10;  2  Brown,  Civ.  &  Adm.  Law,  204r-7 ;  5  How., 
,503,  and  cases. 

The  rule  is  not  uniform  upon  the  continent,  aa  several  of 
the  maritime  states  in  such  cases  apportion  the  loss  upon  the 
two  vessels.  Abbot,  224,  230 ;  2  Brown,  Civ.  and  Adm.  Law, 
204-6;  3  Kent,  Com.,  230,  231,  232. 

But  we  think  it  more  just  and  equitable,  and  more  con- 
sistent with  sound  principles,  that  where  the  loss  happens 
from  a  collision  which  is  the  result  of  inevitable  accident, 
without  the  negligence  or  fault  of  either  party,  each  should 
bear  his  own, 

There  seems  no  good  reason  for  chai^ng  one  of  the  vessels 

with  a  share  of  a  loss  resulting  fi-om   a  common  calamity 

,E„Qi   'beyond  that  happening  to  herself,  when  she  is  with- 

-1  out  fault,  and  therefore  is  in  no  just  sense  responsible 

for  it. 

Our  opinion  is,  that  the  decree  of  the  court  below  must 
be  reversed,  with  costs,  and  the  proceedings  remitted,  with 
directions  to  enter  a  decree  dismissing  the  libel  with  costs. 

OBDBB. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Massachusetts,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On 
consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged,  and 
decreed,  by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  said  Circuit  Court 
in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed,  with  costs, 
and  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded  tn 
the  said  Circuit  Court  with  directions  to  dismiss  the  libel 
with  costs. 
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Elisha  Bloomer,  Appellant,  v.  John  W.  McQuewan, 
Allen  R.  McQtjbwan,  and  Samuel  Douglas,  Part- 
ners, UNDER  TQB  NAME  OF  McQUEWANS  &  DOUQLAB. 

The  patent  for  Woodworth's  planing  macIUne  waa  extended  from  1843  to  1843, 

by  the  Board  of  Commisiionert. 
Under  that  exteniion,  this  court  derided,  in  Wilson  v.  Rmuieaa,  (4  Bow.,  688,) 

that  an  uiignee  had  a  right  to  continue  tli£  ute  of  the  machine  which  he 

then  had. 
In  1846,  Congreu,  bj  a  special  act,  extended  the  lime  itill  further  from  1849 

to  ISfiO. 
Under  that  extension,  an  tusignee  hai  still  the  same  right. 
By  the  cases  of  Evam  t.  Eaion,  (3  Wheat,  548,)  and  WiUon  r.  Rouueau,  (4 

HoH.,  688,)  these  two  proposilions  arc  settled,  Tiz, : 

1.  That  a  special  act  ol  Congress  in  favor  of  a  patentee,  extending  the  time 
bejond  that  originallj  limited,  must  be  considered  as  ingrafted  on  the 
general  law. 

2.  That,  under  the  general  law  in  force  when  this  special  act  of  Congress  wai 
passed,  a  party  who  hnd  parchased  the  right  to  use  a  planing  machine 
during  the  period  to  which  the  patent  was  Hrsl  limited,  was  entitled  to 
continue  to  use  it  during  the  extension  authorized  by  that  law,  njileu  there 
is  something  in  the  law  itself  10  forbid  it.' 

Bat  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  of  Congress,  passed  in  1646,  forbidding  inch 
use ;  and,  therefore,  the  aMignee  has  the  right.* 

Mr.  Justice  Curtis,  hftvine  been  of  counsel,  did  not  ait  on 
the  trial  of  this  cause,  and  Mr.  Justice  Wayne  was  absent. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Western  District  of  Petinsylvania,  sitting  as  a 
Court  of  Equity. 

It  was  a  bill  filed  bv  Bloomer,  who  claimed  under  Wilson, 
the  assignee  of  Woodworth's  planing  machine.  The  whole 
of  •Wilson's  title  is  set  forth  in  the  report  of  the  case  r»e4A 
of  Wilion  V.  Rousseau,  4  How.,  646,  as  is  also  the  act  of  *- 
Congress  passed  on  the  26th  of  February,  1845,  (4  How.,  662,) 
extending  the  patent  for  seven  years  from  the  27th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1849. 

McQuewan  claimed,  through  two  mesne  assignments  from 
Woodworth  and  Strong,  by  virtue  of  a  license  granted  on  the 
8th  of  November,  1888. 

The  bill  and  answer  covered  a  great  deal  of  ground,  which 
need  not  be  noticed  in  this  report. 

Amongst  other  averments  was  this,  that  the  license  con- 
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veyed  no  right  to  use  the  machine  during  the  extension  for 
seven  years  from  1849,  under  the  act  of  Congress  passed  in 
1845 ;  and  the  decision  of  the  court  being  in  &vor  of  the  de- 
fendants below  upon  this  point,  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  all 
the  points  and  arguments  upou  other  matters. 

The  court  below  were  divided  in  opinion,  and  the  bill  was 
of  course  dismissed.    Bloomer  appealed  to  this  court. 

It  was  argued  by  3fr.  Keller  and  Mr.  St.  George  T.  Camp- 
bell, for  the  appellant,  and  Mr.  Dufdop,  for  the  appellees. 

The  fourth  point  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant 
was  as  follows : 

IV.  Whether  the  licensee  of  a  right  to  nse  the  patented 
machine  for  the  original  term  of  the  patent,  is  entitled  to 
continue  the  use  of  the  same  during  the  extension  by  Con- 
gress. 

The  facts  in  this  regard  appearing  by  the  record,  are 

1.  That  Collins  and  Smith,  who  were  assignees  for  the  first 
term  of  the  district  in  question,  granted  to  Bamet  the  right 
for  the  city  of  Pittsburg  and  Alleghany  county,  "  to  construct 
and  use  during  the  residue  of  the  said  terms  of  fourteen 
years,"  the  patented  machine,  and  by  the  same  assignment 
covenanted  "  not  themselves  to  construct  and  use,"  nor  to  give 
license  to  any  other  person  than  Bamet  "  during  the  terms 
aforesaid,"  and  Bamet  covenanted  not  to  construct  more  than 
fifty  machines  "  during  the  terms  aforesaid." 

(The  word  "  terms  is  used  in  the  plural,  as  it  will  be  per 
ceived  by  the  assignment  that  the  grantors  were  the  owners 
also  of  the  Emmons  patent,  and  fliat  the  limitation  of  his 
right  applied  to  the  duration  of  both.) 

2.  Bamet  aaaigns  all  his  "  right,  title,  interest,  and  claim  of 
the  within  patent  for  Woodworth'a  planing  machine  to  G. 
Warner  and  John  W.  McQuewan,  their  heirs  and  assigns," 
except  seven  rights  previously  given. 

3  It  aeema  to  have  been  granted,  below,  that  Warner  had 
assigned  his  license  to  McQuewan,  and  McQuewan  to  the  two 
•5411  'c'^^f^''''*''**!  ^^'^  *hat  the  machine  was  made  daring 
'  the  first  term  of  the  patent ;  hence  arises  the  question, 
have  the  appellees  the  right  to  continue  its  use  during  the 
congressional  extension  ? 

¥ov  the  appelluits  it  is  submitted : 

1.  That  this  question,  and  the  principles  upon  which  it 
must  be  decided,  have  been  already  passed  upon  oy  this  court. 

In  WiUon  V.  Bam»eav,  (4  How.,)  the  question  was  of  the 
right  of  the  licensee  to  continue  the  use  of  the  machine  during 
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the  extensinn  by  the  commissioner.  The  court  were  divided 
in  opinion.  In  that  delivered  as  their  judgment,  the  right  of 
the  licensee  to  the  continued  use  was  put  exclusively  upon 
the  teriits  of  the  18th  section,  which  were,  "  The  benefit  of 
such  renewal  shall  extend  to  assignees  and  grantees  of  the 
right  to  use  the  thing  patented,  to  the  extent  of  their  respec- 
tive interests  therein."  Without  that  provision  it  is  eon- 
ceded  by  the  learned  judge,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  "  that  all  the  rights  of  assignees  or  grantees,  whether 
in  a  share  of  the  patent  or  to  a  specified  portion  of  the  terri- 
tory held  under  it,  terminate  at  the  end  of  fourteen  years, 
and  become  reinvested  in  the  patentee  by  the  new  grant." 

"From  that  date  he  is  again  possessed  of  'the  full  and  ex- 
clusive right  and  liberty  of  making,  using,  and  vending  to 
others  the  invention,'  whatever  it  may  be,  not  only  portions 
of  the  monopoly  held  by  the  assignees  and  grantees,  as  sub- 
jects of  trade  and  commerce,  but  the  patented  articles  or 
machines  throughout  the  country,  purchased  for  practical  use 
in  the  business  affairs  of  life,  are  embraced  within  the  opera- 
tion of  the  extension.  This  latter  class  of  assignees  and 
grantees  ure  readied  by  the  new  grant  of  the  exclusive  right 
to  use  the  things  patented.  Purchasers  of  the  macbhies,  and 
who  were  in  the  use  of  them  at  the  time,  are  disabled  from 
further  use  immediately,  as  that  right  became  vested  exclu- 
sively in  the  patentee.  Making  and  vending  the  invention 
are  prohibited  by  the  corresponding  terms  of  his  grant." 

And  the  learned  Judge,  in  expressing  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  further  declared  that  the  provision  in  the  18th  section, 
above  referred  to,  was  "  intended  to  restore  or  save  to  them," 
(those  in  use  of  the  thing  patented  at  the  time  of  the  renewal,) 
*'that  right  which,  without  the  clause,  would  have  been 
vested  again  exclusively  in  the  patentee," 

And  tne  learned  Judges  who  dissented  from  the  opinion  of 
the  court  did  so  upon  the  ground  that  even  this  clause  of  the 
18th  section  did  not  confer  upon  the  licensees  the  right 
claimed  in  their  behalf. 

Thus  it  is  clear  that  the  extension  of  a  patent  by  lawful 
•authority  revests  in  the  patentee  every  right  origi-  ratjo 
nally  possessed  by  him,  and  that  unless  the  law,  by  '- 
virtue  of  which  it  is  extended,  contains  a  provision  in  favor 
of  licensees  or  assignees,  their  right  to  use  ends  with  the  term 
of  their  license.  (This,  of  course,  does  not  apply  to  cases 
where  the  patentee  has  covenanted  to  grant  any  subseijuently 
acquired  extensions — none  such  is  pretended  in  this  case.) 

Applying,  then,  these  principles  to  the  act  extending  this 
patent,  (February  26, 1845,)  it  will  be  seen  that  it  containB 
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no  such  provision  as  is  to  be  found  in  the  18th  sectioo  of  the 
act  of  1886 ;  and  that,  therefore,  in  accordance  with  the  opin- 
ion of  all  the  jtidgest  the  entire  right  was  reinvested  in  tlie 
patentee. 

The  generiil  power  to  renew  and  extend  a  patent  is  con- 
ferred hy  the  18th  section  of  the  act  of  1836,  which,  after  pro- 
viding for  the  proof  of  the  prerequisites,  declares  that  "it 
shall  Be  the  duty  of  the  Commissioner  to  renew  and  extend 
the  patent,  by  making  a  certificate  thereon  of  such  extension 
for  the  term  of  seven  years  from  and  after  the  expiration  of 
the  first  term." 

The  act  in  question  provides  that  the  patent  "be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby  extended  for  the  t«rni  of  seven  years  from  and 
after  the  27th  of  December,  1849,  and  the  CommiBsioner  of 
Patents  is  hereby  directed  to  make  a  certificate  of  such  exten- 
sion in  the  name  of  the  administrator  of  William  Woodworth, 
and  append  an  authenticated  copy  thereof  to  the  original  let- 
ters-patent," &c. ;  the  words  being  substantially  the  same  as 
these,  judicially  construed,  and  the  intention  being  still  further 
marked,  as  well  by  the  omission  uf  any  provision  for  the 
licensees,  as  by  the  express  insertion  of  the  name  of  the  party 
in  whose  favor  the  extension  was  made,  and  to  whose  benefit 
it  was  intended  to  enure. 

The  principles  upon  which  the  judgment  in  Wilson  v. 
Bousseau  is  founde.l,  are,  it  is  submitted,  if  possible,  more 
conclusively  applicable  to  the  case  of  such  an  extension  by 
Congress  than  to  one  made  by  the  Commissioner. 

Such,  too,  has  been  the  application  made  of  them  by  many 
of  the  learned  Judges  in  their  circuits.  By  Mr,  Justice  Nel- 
son, July  22,  1850,  in  G-ibion  v.  Gijford,  in  a  written  opinion 
delivered  by  him  ;  by  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Woodbury,  July, 
1850,  in  Mason  v.  TaJlman,  also  in  a  written  opinion ;  and 
by  Mr.  Justice  McLean,  October  22,  1850,  in  Bloomer  v. 
Statelif. 

The  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Woodbury  refers  to  similar 
decisions  made  by  the  late  Justice  McKinley,  by  Judge  Ware, 
and  Judge  Sprague. 

It  may  be  proper,  with  reference  to  the  argument  founded 
upon  the  supposed  intention  of  Congress,  (not  declared  in 
the  words  of  tne  act  as  already  shown,)  to  permit  a  continued 
"'1431  "^®  *during  the  congressional  extension  of  machines 
J  licensed  under  the  original  term,  to  annex  a  list  of  the 
patents,  extended  by  special  acts,  and  thus  to  refer  to  the 
provisions  in  each,  expressly  declaring,  where  such  was  in- 
tende<l,  the  existence  of  such  right,  and  providing  for  its  mode 
of  exercise  or  enjoyjnent. 
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The  absence  of  such  provision  in  the  act  of  1845,  must,  it 
is  submitted,  conclusively  negative  any  idea  of  such  inten- 
tion, even  if  the  judicially  decided  effect  of  such  an  act  did 
not  render  a  reference  to  such  a  source  for  interpretation 
unnecessary. 

I.  January  21,  1808,  to  Oliver  Evans,  6  Stat,  at  L.,  70. 
(With  special  provision  for  parties  then  using  invention.) 
Under  this  act  the  cases  of  Evans  v.  Jordan,  9  Cranch,  199, 
and  EvaTu  v.  Eaton,  3  Wheat.,  454,  were  decided. 

II.  March  3,  1809,  to  Amos  and  William  Whittemore,  6 
Stat,  at  L.,  80  (without  provision  for  licensees). 

III.  February  7, 1815,  Oliver  Evans  (steam  engine), 6  Stat, 
at  L.,  147  (with  proviso  that  no  greater  sum  should  be 
charged  for  constructing;  and  using,  than  was  during  prior 
term,  and  subject  to  existing  patent  laws). 

IV.  March  3,  1821,  Samuel  Parker,  6  Stat,  at  L.,  262 
(subject  to  provision  of  then  existing  patent  laws). 

V.  March  2,  1881,  John  Adanison,  6  Stat,  at  L.,  468 
(without  proviso  or  reference  to  existing  laws). 

VI.  March  3,  1831,  Samuel  Browning,  6  Stat  at  L.,  467 
(without  proviso  and  reference  to  existing  laws). 

VII.  May  19, 1832,  Jethro  Wood,  6  Stat,  at  L.,  486  (pro- 
viso in  favor  of  licensees  that  the  price  shall  not  be  ad- 
vanced). 

VIII.  June  80,  1834,  Thomas  Blanchard,  Stat,  at  L.,  689 
(with  special  proviso  in  favor  of  licensees),  (It  may  not  be 
improper  to  refer  to  the  opinion  of  B.  F.  Butler,  Attorney- 
General,  May  25, 1837,  that  under  this  act  the  United  States 
had  no  right  to  use,  except  on  the  conditions  of  the  original 
grant). 

IX.  March  3,  1835,  Robert  Eastman,  6  Stat,  at  L.,  618 
(without  proviso  or  reference  to  existing  laws). 

X.  July  2,1836,  James  Ban-on,  6  Stat,  at  L.,678  (extend- 
ing two  patents  without  proviso  in  reference  to  existing  laws, 
and  the  other  witli  provisos  in  reference  to  licensees). 

XI.  February  6,  1839,  Thomas  Blanchard,  6  Stat,  at  L., 
748  (with  proviso  in  favor  of  licensees). 

XII.  March  3,  1845,  William  Gale,  6  Stat,  at  L.,  895 
(authorizing  renewal  of  patent  under  eighteenth  section  of 
act  of  1836,  although  it  had  expired,  and  subject  to  the  re- 
strictions of  that  act). 

XIII.  March  3,  1848,  Samuel  K.  Jennings,  6  Stat,  at  L., 
899  (directing  Commissioner  to  renew  patent,  subject  to  pro- 
visions of  existing  laws). 

■XIV.  February  26,  1845,  William  Woodworth,  6  j.,g^ 
Stat,  at  L.,  936  (extending  patent.    Commissioner  to  >■ 
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certify  to  the  extension  in  the  name  of  the  admiDistrator — 
no  proviso  in  favor  of  licensees,  or  reference  to  existing  laws). 

XV.  February  15,  1847,  Tliomas  Blanehard,  9  Stat,  at  L., 
683  (with  proviso  in  favor  of  licensees,  on  terms  to  be  agreed 
or  adjusted  by  the  Circuit  Court,  &c.). 

The  point  tliat,  by  an  accidental  error  in  the  bill,  the  word 
"fourteen"  was  inserted  instead  of  "twenty-eight,"  is  not 
deemed  a  proper  subject  of  objection  in  this  court.  No  such 
ground  appears  to  have  been  taken  below ;  the  patent  itself 
forms  part  of  the  record,  and  an  amendment  would  have  been, 
it  is  submitted,  instantly  allowed  by  the  court  below,  had  the 
objection  been  there  made.  That  the  patent  on  its  face  was 
for  twenty-eight  years,  forms  one  of  the  objections  of  the 
appellees  to  its  validity,  and  the  error  complained  of  is  set 
right  by  answer  of  the  defendants  themselves. 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  by  the  appellants  to  present  any 
authorities  to  meet  the  point  argued  by  the  appellees,  that  an 
act  of  Congress,  extending  a  patent  for  seven  years,  is  uncon- 
stitutional and  void. 

It  ia  therefore  submitted  that  the  decree  should  be  reTetsed, 
and  that  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  a  perpetual  injunction 
and  an  account. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellees  made  several  points,  amongst 
which  was  the  following : 

1.  That  defendants  are  protected  as  assignees. 

The  bill  (pages  14  to  20)  asserts,  and  tne  answer  admits, 
that  the  respondents  claim  to  use  the  machine  they  are  alleged 
to  have  infringed,  as  assignees,  from  1833,  the  year  of  their 
purchase,  under  assignments  from  the  original  patentee. 
Being  then  assignees  under  the  original  pat«nt,  can  they  claim 
to  continue  unmolested  in  the  use  of  the  machine  they  pur- 
chased and  paid  for,  and  have  erected  and  used  for  seventeen 
years? 

Was  it  the  design  of  the  act  of  1845,  to  bring  disasters 
upon  the  respondents,  to  deprive  thera  of  the  rights  they  had 
acquired  in  good  faith,  to  depreciate  their  property,  to  render 
useless  their  establishments,  in  which  they  had  invested  large 
sums  of  money,  to  destroy  their  business,  and  disable  tlieiii 
from  the  performance  of  their  contracts  ?  Sucli  flagrant  out- 
r^es  are  not  to  be  imputed  to  a  statute,  unless  the  terms  of 
it  imperatively  demand  it. 

The  langu^e  of  the  act  calls  for  no  such  harsh,  iinreasona- 
ble,  and  impolitic  construction.  It  is  a  simple  extension  of 
the  patent  of  1828,  and  nothing  more.  Could  any  des^pi  in 
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•Congreas  to  spread  such  disasters,  be  predicated  of  r»cAi\ 
the  simple  meaning  of  this  statute?  I- 

Chief  Justice  Gibson,  of  Pennajlvania,  has  laid  down  a  rule 
which  must  commend  itself  to  the  judgment  of  every  one, — 
that  in  the  construction  of  statutes,  the  Judges,  when  one  of 
those  cases  of  hardship  occurs,  which  continually  arise,  should 
do  what  their  consciences  irresistibly  persuade  them  the  leg- 
islature would  have  done,  if  the  occurrence  had  been  foreseen. 
Peimock  V.  ff'irt,  8  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.),  369. 

And  can  any  one  doubt  that  if  the  idea  of  the  propriety  of 
protecting  the  purchasers  of  rights,  and  the  uses  of  the  thing 
patented,  had  been  suggested,  but  they  would  immediately 
have  inserted  such  a  clause? 

This  act  of  1845  is  a  private  act,  made  for  the  special 
benefit  of  a  particular  individual,  and  should  not  have  such 
construction  as  will  be  detrimental  to  others.  Chief  Justice 
Parsons,  in  the  case  of  Coolidge  v.  WilUaTng,  has  laid  down  the 
rule  to  be  that  private  statutes,  made  for  the  accommodation 
of  particular  citizens  or  corporations,  ought  not  to  be  con- 
strued to  affect  the  rights  or  privileges  of  others,  unless  such 
construction  results  nom  express  words,  or  from  necessary 
implication.    4  Mass.,  145. 

There  are  no  express  words  in  this  statute,  which  demands 
the  construction  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff. 

We  may  appeal,  too,  to  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Wash- 
ington, in  the  case  of  Evans  v.  Jordan,  that  arguments 
founded  upon  hardship,  would  be  entitled  to  great  weight,  if 
the  language  of  the  act  was  not  so  peremptory  as  to  forbid  a 
construction  at  variance  with  the  clear  meaning  of  the  legis- 
lature.    9  Craneh,  199. 

There  are  no  words  in  this  act  to  justify  such  sav^e  con- 
struction as  urged  by  the  plaintiff.  It  declares  a  simple  ex- 
tension of  the  patent,  and  manifestly  intends  an  extension 
similar  to  that  which  may  be  conferred  by  the  Patent^Office, 
under  which  the  rights  of  persons,  using  the  invented  machine 
under  license,  are  protected  in  the  enjoyment  of  it. 

The  same  learned  Chief  Justice  of  Massachusetts,  has  also 
declared  in  the  case  of  Wale»  v.  Stetson,  that  in  the  considera- 
tion of  the  provisions  of  any  statute,  they  ought  to  receive 
such  a  reasonable  construction  if  the  words  and  subject- 
matter  will  admit  of  it.  as  that  the  existing  righta  of  the  pub- 
lic or  individuals  be  not  injured.     2  Mass.,  146. 

If  the  legislature  meant  a  simple  extension  of  the  patent 
for  seven  years,  is  it  not  a  reasonable  construction  to  suppose 
that  it  meant  an  extension,  as  ordinarily  understood  ;  as  an 
eztenBioa  of  the  nature  of  the  extensions  of  the  Patent^ffice, 
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•646T  *"*^'  *with  the  lestrictions  and  privileges  of  such  ex- 
-^  tensions?  Is  it  not  reasonable  to  conclude  that  they 
had  in  their  mind  the  general  act  of  1836,  and  the  clause 
which  gave  to  purchasers  and  users  of  the  thing  patented,  the 
right  to  continue  that  use  ?  le  it  not  a  reasonable  construc- 
tion that  they  meant  that  thiB  special  act  should  be  construed 
in  reference  te  the  general  law  of  the  land?  The  language 
of  the  act  is,  that  the  patent  of  1828,  "  be  extended  for  seven 
years."  Now  what  benefit  would  that  exteusiou  be,  even  to 
complainant,  without  an  incorporation  with  the  general  law  ? 
How  could  he  he  assignee  of  the  right  ?  how  could  he  enjoy 
the  use  of  the  patent?  how  could  he  pretend  to  recover  dama- 
ges, without  an  appeal  for  aid  to  the  act  of  1836  ?  The  plain- 
tiff is  obliged  to  invoke  the  aid  of  the  general  law,  to  main- 
tain this  veiy  action.  The  very  plaintiff  in  this  cause  is  an 
assignee,  and  undertakes  to  maintain  this  action  in  his  own 
name,  by  calling  into  requisition  the  act  of  1836. 

The  rule  of  law  uououbtedly  is,  that  laws  on  the  same 
subject  are  to  be  construed  together;  that  laws  on  the  samo 
subject  are  to  be  construed  pari  passu,  and  with  reference  to 
parallel  legislation.  This  is  clearly  the  rule  as  to  general 
laws,  which  iu  relation  to  the  same  subject,  are  te  be  con- 
strued as  one  act.  They  are  to  be  construed,  too,  in  refer- 
ence to  parallel  legislation.  Penn  v.  Samilton,  2  Watts 
(Pa.),  60  i  17  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.),  81 ;  7  Id.,  404. 

The  right  of  appeal,  given  by  the  Pennsylvania  act  relat- 
ing to  divorces  a  vinaido  matrimonii  was  extended  by  impli- 
eatiou,  to  the  act  of  1817,  respecting  divorces  a  menta  et  ihoro. 
RoberU  v.  RoheHs,  9  Sei^.  &  R.  (Pa.),  191. 

So  the  right  to  appeal,  from  justices'  judgments,  in  cases  of 
contracts,  was  held  to  extend  te  trespass,  to  which  the 
powers  of  madstrates  had  been  extended,  without  expressly 
giving  the  right  of  appeal.     4  Sei-g.  &  R.  (Pa,),  73. 

And  this  wise  and  safe  rule  of  construction  has  been  held 
to  apply  to  statutes  which  have  been  repealed,  or  may  not 
have  been  noticed  by  the  statutes  to  be  construed.  Rex  v. 
Loxdale,  1  Buit.,  447. 

And  Lord  Mansfield,  in  that  case,  said,  "  that  where  there 
are  di£Fereut  statutes  in  pari  materia,  though  made  at  differ- 
ent times,  or  even  expired,  and  not  referring  to  each  other, 
they  shall  be  taken  and  construed  together,  as  one  system." 
In  the  expressive  language  of  Tilghman,  Ch.  J.,  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, in  one  of  the  cases  cited,  they  were  so  blended  to- 
gether as  to  form  one  statute. 

And  from  the  cases  cited  from  Burrow,  this  blending  of 
statutes,  this  analogy  of  legislation,  is  not  confined  to  pm)lio 
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statutes,  but  that  public  laws  may  receive  aid  iu  their  con- 
struction from  private  laws,  and  vice  versa  ;  for  his  Lordsliip 
saya,  in  the  'caae  cited,  page  448,  that  the  act  of  Par-  r^e^^ 
liament,  of  1740,  relating  to  St.  Martins,  and  the  over-  L 
seers  of  that  parish,  (which  was,  I  apprehend,  clearly  a  pri- 
vate act,)  which  extended  the  aumber  of  overseers  of  the 
poor  to  be  appointed  by  two  justices,  under  the  general  act 
tif  43  Elizabeth,  to  the  number  of  nine,  "shows  (says  the 
Chief  Justice)  "the  construction  put  by  the  legislature  them- 
selves, upon  the  43  Elizabeth,  on  this  head,  and  excepts  this 
very  large  parisli  of  St.  Martins  out  of  it. 

I  need  not  bui-den  your  honors  with  any  name  of  booVs  on 
this,  so  obvious  a  rule  of  constj-uction.  This  case,  in  Burrow, 
was  carefully  considered ;  it  had  been  argued  several  times 
before  Ch.  J.  Ryder,  and  afterwards  before  Lord  Mansfield, 
by  great  counsel,  and  if  an^'  case  is  entitled  to  respect  of 
courts,  it  is  a  case  so  considered,  and  so  decided. 

But  we  have  cases  nearer  home,  and  more  german  to  this 
very  matter  of  private  acts,  in  relation  to  these  very  patent- 
rights. 

In  the  case  of  Bvan»  V.  Eaton,  (8  Wheat.,  454,)  it  was  de- 
clared, that  ait  act  of  Congress,  authorizing  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  issue  a  patent  to  Oliver  Evans,  for  his  improvements 
iu  the  manufacture  of  flour,  "was  ingrafted  on  the  general 
act  for  the  promotion  of  useful  arts,  and  that  the  patent  was 
issued  under  both  acts,"  the  public  and  the  private  one. 

So  in  the  case  of  Evans  v.  Jordan,  9  Cranch,  199,  which 
was  an  action  to  recover  damages  under  the  same  private 
act,  Washington,  J.,  said,  in  declaring  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  that  "it  should  be  recollected,  that  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  damages  for  using  his  improvement,  after 
the  issuing  of  his  patent,  arises,  not  under  this  Jaw,  but  the 
general  law  of  1793." 

If  the  plaintiff  is  obliged  to  invoke  the  aid  of  the  act  of 
1SS6,  he  must  take  the  whole  of  it.  It  is  a  well-established 
rule  of  law,  that  he  who  claims  the  benefit  of  his  title,  must 
admit  ite  disadvantages.  Qui  aentit  commodum  tentire  debet 
et  ona». 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANET  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  the  appellants,  on  the  6th 
of  July,  1850,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  for 
the  Western  District  of  Pennsylvania,  to  obtain  an  injunc- 
tion restraining  the  appellees  from  the  use  of  two  of  Wood- 
worth's  planing  machines  in  the  city  of  Pittsburg.    The  term 
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for  which  Woodwoi-th's  patent  was  origiually  gi-anted,  ex- 
pired in  1842,  but  it  was  extended  seven  yeara  by  the  board 
established  by  the  18th  section  of  the  act  of  1836.  And 
afterwards,  by  the  act  of  Congi-ess  of  Febnmry  26,  1845,  this 
patent  was  extended  for  seven  years  more,  commencing  on 
the  2Tth  of  December,  1849,  at  which  time  the  previous  ex- 
tension wuuld  have  terminated. 

It  appears,  from  the  pleadings  and  evidence  in  the  case, 
mcAfi-\  *■'"**'  "shortly  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Congress 
°*^-l  of  184,';,  William  Woodworth,  the  administrator  of  the 
patentee,  in  whose  name  tlie  ceitiBcate  of  extension  was  di- 
rected to  be  issued,  assigned  all  his  right  to  James  6.  Wilson, 
from  whom  the  appellant  purchased  the  exclusive  right  to 
construct  and  use  this  machine,  and  to  vend  to  others  the 
right  to  construct  and  use  it,  in  a  large  district  of  country 
described  in  the  grant.  Pittsburg,  in  which  the  machines  in 
question  are  used,  is  included  witnin  these  limits.  And  the 
right  which  the  appellant  purchased  was  regularly  trans- 
ferred to  him  by  Wilson,  by  an  instrument  of  writing  duly 
recorded  in  the  Patent^Ottice. 

In  the  year  1833,  during  the  term  for  which  the  patent  was 
originally  granted,  the  defendants  purchased  the  right  to 
construct  and  use  a  certain  number  of  these  machines  within 
the  limita  of  the  city  of  Pittsburg  and  Alleghany  county; 
and  the  right  to  do  so  was  regularly  transferred  to  them  by 
different  assignments,  deriving  their  title  from  the  original 
patentee.  The  two  machines  mentioned  in  the  bill  were  con- 
structed and  used  by  the  respondents  soon  after  the  purchase 
was  made,  and  the  appellees  continued  to  use  them  up  to  the 
time  when  this  bill  was  filed.  And  the  question  is,  whether 
their  right  to  use  them  terminated  with  the  first  extension, 
or  still  continues  under  the  extension  granted  by  the  act  of 
1845. 

The  Circuit  Court  decided  that  the  right  of  the  appellees 
still  continued,  and  upon  that  ground  dismissed  the  appel- 
lant's bill.  And  the  case  is  now  before  us  upon  an  appeal 
from  that  decree. 

In  determining  this  question  we  must  take  into  considera- 
tion not  only  the  special  act  under  which  the  appellant  now 
claims  a  monopoly,  but  also  the  general  laws  of  Congress  in 
relation  to  patents  for  useful  improvements,  and  the  special 
acts  which  have  from  time  to  time  been  passed  in  favor  of 
the  particular  patentees.  They  are  statutes  in  pari  materia; 
and  all  relate  to  the  same  subject,  and  must  be  construed 
together.  It  was  so  held  in  the  case  of  Evana  v.  Eaton,  (3 
Wheat.,  518,)  where  the  court  said  that  the  special  act  of 
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OuiigresH  in  favur  of  Oliver  Evaiiti,  grunting  him  a  new  patent 
for  fuurteen  3'eiirs,  for  his  inijiniveineiits  in  uianufaoturing 
flour  and  meal,  was  ingrafted  on  the  general  act  for  the  pro- 
motion of  useful  arts,  and  tlie  patent  issued  in  pursuance  of 
both.  The  rule  applies  with  more  force  in  the  present  case; 
for  this  is  not  tlie  grant  of  a  new  patent,  but  an  enlargement 
of  the  time  for  which  a  patent  previously  extended  under 
the  act  of  1836,  should  continue  in  force. 

Indeed,  this  rule  of  construction  is  necessary  to  give  effect 
to  the  special  act  under  which  the  appellant  claims  the 
uiono[>oly.  For  this  law  does  net  define  the  rights  or  privi- 
leges which  the  patent  sliall  confer,  nor  preseiibe  the  remedy 
to  which  he  shall  •be  entitled  if  his  rights  are  infringed,  rac^a 
It  merely  extends  the  duration  of  the  patent,  and  '■ 
nothing  more.  And  we  are  necessarily  referred,  therefore, 
to  the  general  law  ui>on  the  subject  to  ascertain  the  rights 
to  which  the  patent  entitled  him,  and  also  the  remedy  which 
the  law  affords  him  if  these  rights  are  invaded. 

Now,  the  act  of  1836,  in  express  terms,  gives  the  benefit 
of  the  extension  authoiized  by  that  law  to  the  assignees  and 
grantees  of  the  right  to  use  the  thing  patented  to  the  extent 
of  their  respective  interests  therein.  And  under  this  provi- 
sion it  was  decided,  in  the  ease  of  Wihon  v,  JRouaseau,  (4 
How.,  688,)  that  the  party  who  had  purchased  and  wa»  using 
this  planing  machine  during  the  original  term  for  which  the 
patent  was  granted,  had  a  right  to  continue  the  use  during 
the  extension.  And  the  distinction  is  there  taken  between 
the  grant  of  the  right  to  make  and  vend  the  machine,  and 
the  grant  of  the  right  to  use  it. 

The  distinction  is  a  plain  one.  The  franchise  which  the 
patent  grants,  consists  altogether  in  the  right  to  exclude  every 
one  from  making,  using,  or  vending  the  thing  patented,  with- 
out the  permission  of  the  patentee.  This  is  all  that  he  ob- 
tains by  the  patent.  And  when  he  sells  the  exclusive  privi- 
lege of  making  or  vending  it  for  use  in  a  particular  place,  the 
purcliaser  buys  a  portion  of  the  franchise  which  the  patent 
confers.  He  obtains  a  share  in  the  monopoly,  and  that 
monopoly  is  derived  from,  and  exercised  under,  the  protection 
of  the  IJnited  States.  And  the  interest  he  acquires,  neces- 
sarily terminates  at  the  time  limited  for  its  continuance  by 
the  law  which  created  it.  The  patentee  cannot  sell  it  for  a 
longer  time.  And  the  purchaser  buys  with  reference  to  that 
period ;  the  time  for  which  exclusive  privilege  is  to  endure 
being  one  of  the  chief  elements  of  its  value.  He  therefore 
has  DO  just  claim  to  share  in  a  further  monopoly  subsequently 
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acquired  by  the  patentee.     He  doea   not   purchase  or  pay 
for  it. 

But  the  purchaser  of  the  implement  or  machine  for  the 

Surpose  of  using  it  iu  the  oi-diuary  pursuits  of  life,  stands  on 
ifferent  ground.  In  U3tug  it,  he  exercises  no  righta  created 
by  the  act  of  Congress,  nor  does  he  derive  title  to  it  by  virtue 
of  the  franchise  or  exclusive  privilege  granted  to  the  paten- 
tee. The  inventor  might  lawfully  sell  it  to  him,  whether  be 
had  a  patent  or  not,  if  no  other  patentee  stood  in  his  way. 
And  when  the  machine  passes  to  the  hands  of  the  purchaser, 
it  is  no  longer  within  the  limits  of  the  monopoly.  It  passes 
outside  of  it,  and  is  no  longer  under  the  protection  of  the 
act  of  Congi'ess.'  And  if  his  right  to  the  implement  or 
machine  is  infringed,  he  must  seeK  redress  in  the  courts  of 
the  State,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State,  and  not  in  the 
,_-ni  courts  of  the  United  States,  nor  under  *the  law  of  Con- 
J  gress  gi'anting  the  patent.  The  implement  or  machine 
becomes  his  private,  individual  property,  not  protected  by  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  but  by  the  laws  o£  the  State  in 
which  it  is  situated.  Contracts  in  relation  to  it  are  regulated 
by  the  laws  of  the  State,  and  are  subject  to  Statejurisdiction. 
It  was  so  decided  in  this  court,  in  the  case  of  Wilson  v.  San- 
ford  and  others,  10  How.,  99.  Like  other  individual  property, 
it  is  then  subject  to  State  taxation ;  and  from  the  great  num- 
ber of  patented  articles  now  in  use,  they  no  doubt,  in  some 
of  the  States,  form  no  inconsiderable  portion  of  its  taxable 
property. 

Moreover,  the  value  of  the  implement  or  machine  in  the 
hands  of  the  purchaser  for  use,  does  not  in  any  degree  depend 
on  the  time  for  which  the  exclusive  privilege  is  granted  to  the 
patentee ;  nor  upon  the  exclusion  of  others  from  its  use.  For 
example,  in  the  various  patented  articles  used  in  agriculture, 
in  milling,  in  manufactures  of  different  kinds,  in  steam-engines, 
or  for  household  or  other  purposes,  the  value  to  the  purcnaser 
is  not  enhanced  by  the  continuance  of  the  monopoly.  It  is  of 
no  importance  to  him  whether  it  endures  for  a  year  or  twenty- 
eight  years.  He  does  not  look  to  the  duration  of  the  exclu- 
sive privilege,  but  to  the  usefulness  of  the  thing  he  buys,  and 
the  advantages  he  will  derive  from  its  use.  He  buys  the  arti- 
cle for  the  purpose  of  using  it  as  long  as  it  is  fit  for  use  and 
found  to  be  profitable.  And  in  the  case  before  us  the  re- 
spondents derive  no  advantage  from  the  extension  of  the 
patent,  because  the  patentee  may  place  around  them  as  many 
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planing  machines  as  he  pleases,  so  as  to  reduce  the  profits  of 
those  which  the;  own  to  their  just  value  in  an  open  and  fair 
com  petition. 

It  is  doubtless  upon  these  principles  that  the  act  of  1836 
draws  the  distinction  between  the  assignee  of  a  share  in  the 
monopoly,  and  the  purchase  of  one  or  more  machines,  to  be 
used  in  the  ordinary  pursuits  of  business.  And  that  distinc- 
tion is  clearly  pointed  out  and  maintained  in  the  case  of  Wil- 
ton V.  Boutaeau,  before  referred  to. 

Upon  the  authority,  therefore,  of  thecasesof  ^oontT.  fofen, 
and  Wil»on  v.  Riyuateau,  these  two  propositions  may  be  re- 
garded as  settled  by  judicial  decision  :  1.  That  a  special  act 
of  Congress  in  favor  of  a  patentee,  extending  tlie  time  beyond 
that  originally  limited,  must  be  considered  as  ingrafted  on  the 
general  law;  and  2.  That  under  the  general  law,  in  force 
when  this  special  act  of  Congress  was  passed,  a  party  who  had 
purchased  t)ie  right  to  use  a  planing  machine  during  the 
])eriod  to  which  the  patent  was  first  limited,  was  entitled  to 
continue  to  use  it  during  the  extension  authorized  by  that 
law. 

Applying  these  rules  to  the  case  before  us,  the  respondents 
•must  be  entitled  to  continue  the  use  of  their  planing  rmr.t.\ 
machines  during  the  time  for  which  the  patent  is  ex-  *■ 
tended  by  the  special  act  of  Congress,  unless  there  is  some- 
thing in  the  language  of  the  law  requiring  a  different  con- 
struction. 

But  there  is  nothing  in  the  law  to  justify  the  distinction 
claimed  in  this  respect  on  behalf  of  the  patentee.  Its  language 
is  plain  and  uiiambiguous.  It  does  not  even  grant  a  new 
patent,  as  in  the  case  of  Oliver  Evans.  It  merely  extends 
the  time  of  the  monopoly  to  wliich  the  patentee  was  entitled 
under  the  general  law  of  1836.  It  gives  no  new  lighta 
or  privileges,  to  be  superadded  to  those  he  then  eiij'  yed, 
except  as  to  the  time  they  should  endure.  The  patent,  such 
as  it  then  was,  is  continued  for  seven  years  longer  than  the 
period  before  limited.  And  this  is  the  whole  and  only  pro- 
vision contained  in  this  special  act.  In  order,  therefore,  to 
determine  the  rights  of  the  patentee  during  the  extended 
term,  we  are  necessarily  referred  to  the  general  law,  and  com- 
pelled to  inquire  what  they  were  before  this  special  act 
operated  upon  them,  and  continued  them.  Indeed,  the  court 
has  been  obliged  to  recur  to  the  act  of  1836,  in  every  st^e  of 
this  suit,  to  guide  it  in  deciding  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties, 
and  the  mode  of  proceeding  in  which  they  are  to  he  tried. 
It  is  necessarily  referred  to  in  order  to  determine  whether 
the  patent  under  which  the  complainant  claims,  was  issued  hj 
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lawful  authority,  and  in  the  furiii  presuiibed  by  law ;  it  was 
necessary  to  refer  to  it  in  the  Circuit  Court  in  order  to  de- 
termine whether  the  patentee  was  eutitled  to  the  patent,  as 
the  original  inventor,  that  fact  being  disputed  in  the  Circuit 
Court ;  also,  for  the  notices  to  wliicn  he  was  entitled  in  the 
trial  of  that  question ;  and  for  the  foium  in  which  he  was  au- 
thorized to  sue  for  an  infringement  of  his  rights.  And  the 
rights  of  the  appellant  to  bring  the  case  before  the  court  for 
ut^udicatian  is  derived  altogether  from  the  provisions  of  the 
general  law.  For  there  ia  no  evidence  in  the  recoi-d  to  show 
that  the  machines  are  worth  two  thousand  dollars,  and  no 
appeal  therefore  would  lie  from  the  decision  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  but  for  the  special  provision  in  relation  to  patent  cases 
in  the  act  of  1836.  And  while  it  is  admitted  that  this  special 
act  is  so  ingrafted  on  the  general  law,  as  to  entitle  the 
patentee  to  all  the  rights  and  privileges  which  the  law  has 
provided,  for  the  benefit  and  protection  of  inventors,  it  can 
hardly  be  maintained  that  the  one  in  favor  of  the  purchaser 
of  a  machine  is  by  construction  to  be  excepted  from  it,  when 
there  are  no  words  in  the  special  act  to  indicate  that  such 
was  the  intention  of  Congress. 

This  construction  is  confirmed  by  the  various  s[)ecial  acts 
which  have  been  passed  from  time  to  time,  iu  favor  of  par- 
ticular inventors,  granting  them  new  patents  after  the  firat 
^eeq-j  had  expired,  *or  extending  the  time  foj'  which  they  were 
■J  originally  granted.  Many  of  these  acts  have  been  re- 
ferred to  in  the  argument,  some  of  which  contain  express  pro- 
visions, protecting  the  righta  of  the  purchaser  under  the  nrst 
term,  and  others  contain  no  provision  on  the  subject,  and 
merely  grant  a  new  patent,  or,  as  in  the  case  beffue  the  court, 
extend  the  duration  of  the  old  one.  And  in  several  instances 
special  laws  in  favor  of  different  inventors  have  been  passed 
within  a  short  time  of  encli  other,  in  one  of  which  the  rights 
of  the  previous  purchaser  are  expressly  reserved,  and  in  the 
other  there  is  no  provision  on  the  subject.  And  the  act  of 
March  3,  1845,  authorizing  the  patent  of  William  Gale,  for 
an  improvement  in  the  manufacture  of  silver  spoons  and  forks 
to  be  extended,  was  passed  only  a  few  days  after  the  act  in 
favor  of  Woodworth,  and  Gale's  patent  is  subjected  in  express 
terms  to  the  conditions  and  restrictions  in  the  act  of  1836, 
and  consequently  protects  previous  purchasers  from  a  new 
demand. 

It  has  been  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  that  the 
insertion  of  these  restrictions  in  one  special  law,  and  the  omis- 
sion of  them  in  another,  shows  that,  in  the  latter.  Congress 
did  not  intend  to  exempt  the  purchaser  from  the  necessity  of 
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obtaining  a  new  license  from  the  patentee-  And  that  Con- 
gress might  well  suppose  that  one  inventor  had  stronger 
clHiins  ui)on  the  public  than  another,  and  might,  on  that 
account,  give  him  larger  privileges  on  the  renewal. 

But  this  argument  only  lucks  to  one  side  of  the  question, 
that  is,  to  the  interest  and  claims  of  the  inventor.  There  is 
another,  and  numerous  class  of  persons,  who  have  purchased' 
patented  articles,  and  paid  for  them  the  full  price  which  the 
patentee  demanded,  and  we  are  bound  to  suppose  that  their 
interests  and  their  rights  would  not  be  overlooked  or  disre- 
giii'ded  by  Congress.  And  still  less,  that  any  distinction 
would  be  drawn  between  those  who  purchased  one  description 
of  patented  machines  and  those  who  purchased  anotlier.  For 
example,  the  act  grantinc  a  new  patent  to  Blanchard,  in  18S4, 
for  cutting  or  turning  iiTegular  forms,  saves  the  rights  of 
those  who  had  bought  under  the  original  patent.  And  we 
ought  not  to  presume,  without  plain  words  to  require  it,  that 
while  Congiesa  acknowledged  the  justice  of  such  claims  in 
the  case  of  Blanchard,  they  intended  to  disregard  them  in 
the  case  of  Woodworth.  Nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  policy 
of  Congress  has  changed  in  this  respect  after  1834,  when 
Bliinehard's  patent  was  renewed.  For,  as  we  have  already 
said,  the  same  protection  is  given  to  pnrchasei-s  in  the  special 
law,  authorizing  the  renewal  of  Gale's  patent,  which  was 
passed  a  few  days  after  the  law  of  which  we  are  speaking. 

The  fair  inference  from  all  of  these  special  laws  is  this,  that 
'Congress  has  constantly  recognized  the  rights  of  those  raeea 
who  purchase  for  use  a  patent^  implement  or  machine ;  '■ 
that  in  these  vaiious  special  laws  the  patentee  and  purchasers 
of  different  inventions  were  intended  t«  be  placed  on  the 
same  ground ;  and  that  the  relative  rights  of  both  parties 
under  the  extensiini,  by  sjiecial  act  of  Congress,  were  in- 
tended to  be  the  same  as  they  were  when  the  extension  was 
granted  under  the  general  law  of  1836.  It  would  seem  that 
in  some  cases  the  attention  of  the  legislature  was  mtn-e  pai-- 
ticularly  called  to  the  subject,  and  the  rights  of  the  purchaser 
recognized  and  cautiously  guarded.  And  when  the  provision 
is  omitted,  the  just  presumption  is,  that  Congress  legislated 
on  the  principle  decided  by  this  court  in  Evant  v.  Eaton,  and 
regarded  the  special  law  as  ingrafted  on  the  general  one,  and 
auhject  to  all  of  its  restrictions  and  provisions,  except  only  as 
tn  the  time  the  patent  should  endure.  Time  ia  the  only  thing 
uiHui  which  they  legislate.  And  any  other  construction  would 
make  the  legislation  of  Congress,  on  these  various  special 
ln\vs,  inconsistent  with  itself,  and  impute  to  it  the  intention 
of  dealing  out  a  different  measure  of  justice  to  purohasera 
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of  differeiit  kinds  of  implements  and  machines ;  protecting 
some  of  them,  and  disregarding  the  equal  and  just  claims  of 
others. 

And  if  such  could  be  the  interpretation  of  this  law,  the 
power  of  Congress  tu  pass  it  would  he  open  to  serioua  objec- 
tioua.  For  it  can  hardly  be  maintained  that  Congress  could 
lawfully  deprive  a  citizen  of  the  use  of  his  property  after  he 
had  purchased  the  absolute  and  unlimited  right  from  the  in- 
ventor, and  when  that  property  was  no  longer  held  under  the 
protection  and  control  of  the  Genei-al  G-overnment,  but  under 
the  protection  of  the  State,  and  on  that  account  subject  to 
State  taxation. 

The  5th  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  declares,  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty, 
or  property,  without  due  process  of  law. 

The  right  to  construct  and  use  these  planing  machines,  had 
been  purchased  and  paid  for  without  any  limitation  as  tu  the 
time  for  which  they  were  to  be  used.  They  wei*  the  prop- 
erty of  the  respondents.  Their  only  value  consists  in  their 
use.  And  a  special  act  of  Congress,  passed  afterwards,  de- 
priving the  appellees  of  the  right  to  use  them,  certainly  could 
not  be  regarded  as  due  process  of  law. 

Congress  undoubtedly  have  power  to  promote  the  progress 
of  science  and  useful  arts,  by  securing  for  limited  times,  to 
authors  and  inventors,  the  exclusive  right  to  their  respective 
writings  and  discoveries. 

But  it  does  not  follow  that  Congress  may,  from  time  to 

time,  as  often  as  they  think  proper,  authorize  an  inventor  to 

,e E,,  recall  'rights  which  he  had  granted  to  others ;  or  rein- 

-'  vest  in  him  rights  of  property  which  he  had  before 

conveyed  for  a  valuable  and  fair  consideration. 

But  we  forbear  to  pursue  this  inquiry,  because  we  are  of 
opinion  that  this  s|)ecial  aet  of  Congress  does  not,  and  was 
not  intended  to  interfere  with  rights  of  property  before  ac- 
quired ;  but  that  it  leaves  them  as  they  stood  during  the  ex- 
tension under  the  general  law.  And  in  this  view  of  the  sub- 
ject, the  appellant  was  not  entitled  to  the  injunction  he  sought 
to  obtain,  and  the  Circuit  Court  were  right  in  dismissing  the 
bill. 

As  the  decision  on  this  point  disposes  of  the  case,  it  is  un- 
necessary to  examine  the  other  grounds  of  defence  taken  by 
the  appellees. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  must  be  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  MoLEAM  and  Mr.  Justice  NELSON  dis- 
sented. 
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Mr.  Justice  McLEAN. 

Woodworth's  patent  bears  date  the  27th  of  December, 
1828,  and  runs  for  fourteen  years.  On  the  29th  of  July, 
1830,  the  patentees  conveyed  to  Isaac  Collins  and  Barzillai 
C.  Smith  the  right  to  construct,  use,  and  vend  to  others,  the 
planing  machine  invented  within  several  States,  including 
Pennsylvania,  except  the  city  of  Philadelphia.  On  the  19tn 
of  May,  1832,  Collins  and  Smith  transferred  to  James  Barnet 
the  right  to  construct  and  use,  during  the  residue  of  the  afore- 
said term  of  fourteen  years,  Bfty  planing  machines,  within 
Pittsburg  and  Alleghany  county,  for  which  he  agreed  to  pay 
four  thousand  dollars.  Barnet  agreed  not  to  construct  or  run 
more  than  fifty  machines  during  the  term  aforesaid,  and  Col- 
lins and  Smith  bound  themselves  not  to  license  during  the 
term,  nor  to  construct  or  use  themselves  during  the  term,  or 
allow  others  to  do  so,  in  the  limits  of  Pittsburg  and  Alle- 
ghany county. 

On  the  27th  of  December,  1842,  the  patent  expired,  but  it 
was  renewed  and  extended  for  seven  years,  under  the  act  of 
1836.  This  extension  expired  in  1849;  but  Congress,  on  the 
26th  of  February,  1845,  j)assed  an  act  which  provided  that 
"  the  said  letters-iiatent  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  extended 
for  the  term  of  seven  years,  from  and  after  the  twenty-seventh 
day  of  December,  1849." 

The  patentee,  by  deed  dated  the  I4th  of  March,  1845,  and 
also  by  a  further  deed  dated  the  9th  of  July,  1845,  conveyed 
to  James  E.  Wilson  all  his  interest  as  administrator  in  the 
letters  patent  under  the  extension  by  the  act  of  Congress. 
And  Wilson,  on  the  4th  of  June,  1847,  for  the  consideration 
of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars,  gave  to  Bloomer,  the  plain- 
tiff, a  license  to  "construct  and  use,  and  vend  to  others  r^ccc 
to  construct  and  use,  during  the  two  extensions,  "all  '■ 
that  part  of  Pennsylvania  lying  west  of  the  Alleghany  Moun- 
tains, excepting  Alleghany  connty,  for  the  first  extension, 
which  expires  on  the  27th  day  of  December,  1849,  and  tlie 
States  of  Virginia,  Maryland,  Kentucky,  and  Missouri,  ex- 
cepting  certain  parts  of  each  State." 

The  defendants  continued  to  run  their  machines  during  the 
residue  of  the  fourteen  years,  for  which  the  patent  was  granted, 
and  during  the  first  extension  ;  and  the  complainant  filed  his 
bill  to  enjoin  the  defendants  from  running  their  machines 
under  the  second  extension,  by  the  act  of  Congress. 

The  contract  of  the  defendants  was  entered  into  the  19th 
of  May,  1831,  and  under  it  Barnet  had  a  right  "  to  construct 
and  use  during  the  residue  of  the  aforesaid  term  oi  fourteen 
years,  fifty  planing  machines,"  &c.     The  patent  expired  on 
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the  27th  of  December,  iu  1842.  The  contract  of  defendants 
was  made  the  19th  of  May,  1882,  leaving  about  nine  years 
and  six  months  for  the  patent  to  run,  ana  this  was  the  time 
limited  by  the  contract,  and  for  which  the  consideration  of 
four  thousand  dollars  was  paid.  This  was  not  left  to  constrnc- 
tion  from  the  life  of  the  patent,  but  the  coutract  expressly 
declared  the  right  was  purchased  "  for  the  residue  of  the 
aforesaid  term  of  fourteen  years." 

This  term  was  enjoyed  by  the  defendants,  and  under  the 
decision  of  this  court,  in  the  case  of  WiUoji  v.  Rouggeau  et  al., 
(4  How.,  646,)  the  seven  years'  extension  under  the  act  of 
1836,  was  also  enjoyed  by  the  defendants.  This  construction 
of  the  act  of  1836,  in  my  judgment,  was  not  authorized,  and 
was  not  within  the  intention  of  the  law,  as  was  expressed  at 
the  time.  That  extension  having  expired,  another  extension 
is  claimed  under  the  actof  Congress.  This  claim  isset  up  to 
an  injunction  bill,  filed  by  the  complainant,  who  is  the  assignee 
of  the  patent  for  a  part  of  Pennsylvania  and  other  States. 
And  by  the  decision  of  four  of  my  brethren,  just  delivered, 
the  defendants  are  to  enjoy  this  extension,  making  fourteen 
years  beyond  their  control.  This  would  seem  to  imply,  that, 
under  the  act  of  1836,  and  under  the  act  of  1846,  the  assignees 
were  the  favored  objects  of  Congress.  But  this  is  not  the 
case.  The  patentee  who  made  me  invention,  and  through 
whose  ingenuity,  labor,  and  expense,  a  great  benefit  has  been 
conferred  on  the  public,  in  justice,  is  entitled  to  remuneration, 
and  that  only  was  the  ground  of  extension,  whether  under 
the  law  of  1836,  or  the  special  act  of  1845. 

This,  as  well  as  the  former  decision,  was  influenced  by  the 
consideration  that  the  owners  of  the  machines  are,  in  equity, 
entitled  to  run  them  so  long  as  the  exclusive  right  of  the 
tcca-x  patent  'shall  be  continued.  It  is  said  that  the  ma- 
-J  chines  are  property,  and  that  no  act  of  Congress  should 
deprive  the  owners  of  the  use  of  their  property.  But  in  this 
view,  the  property  of  the  patentee  seems  not  to  be  taken  into 
the  account.  He  is  the  meritorious  claimant  for  protection. 
The  assignee  for  a  specific  time,  rests  upon  his  contract.  He 
has  conferred  no  benefit  on  society.  His  investment  was 
made  with  an  exclusive  reference  to  his  own  advantage.  He 
haa  no  more  claims  upon  the  public  sympathy  than  he  who 
rents  a  mill,  a  &rm,  or  engages  in  a  business,  open  to  all  who 
expect  a  profit  by  it. 

But  thu  hardship  is  supposed  to  exist,  in  the  fact  that,  to 


use  the  right,  a  planing  machine  must  be  constructed  at  an 
expense  oisome  four  or  five  hundred  dollars,  and  this  will  be 
loBt  to  the  occupier,  if  by  an  extension  he  i^all  not  be  per- 
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mitted  to  run  his  machine.  The  answer  is,  when  he  entered 
into  the  contract  he  knew,  or  is  presumed  to  have  known, 
that  the  patent  might  be  extended  under  the  law  of  1836  or 
by  special  act,  and  if  he  desired  an  interest  under  the  renewed 
patent,  he  should  have  provided  fur  it  in  his  contract.  Hav- 
ing failed  to  do  this,  it  would  seem  to  be  unjust  that,  under 
a  contract  to  run  a  machine  for  less  than  ten  years,  he  should 
be  entitled  to  run  it  sixteen  yeai-s.  The  consideration  paid 
was  limited  to  the  term  specified  in  the  contract.  But,  it  is 
answered,  that  the  assignee  expected  to  run  his  machine  after 
the  termination  of  the  contract  on  which  the  exclusive  right 
would  end  and  become  vested  in  the  public. 

Let  us  examine  this  plea,  and  it  will  be  found  that  a  great 
fallacy  prevails  on  this  subject.  A  right  that  is  common,  is  no 
more  valuable  to  one  person  than  another,  as  all  may  use  it. 
The  injury,  then,  consists,  so  far  as  the  licensee  is  concerned, 
in  the  reduction  of  the  value  of  his  machine,  by  the  extension 
of  the  exclusive  right  in  the  patentee,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
assignee.  It  is  true  this  deprives  him  of  the  monopoly  which 
his  contract  secured  him.  But  he  has  enjoyed  this  to  the 
extent  of  his  contract,  and  for  which  he  hhs  paid  the  stipu- 
lated consideration.  Now  his  only  equitable  plea  to  run  his 
machine  during  the  renewed  patent,  arises  alone  from  the 
supposed  difference  in  the  value  of  his  machine,  under  the 
renewal,  without  a  license,  and  where  the  right  becomes 
vested  in  the  public. 

If  there  had  been  no  renewal,  the  licensee  might  run  his 
machine,  and  any  other  person  might  run  one.  It  is  a  fact 
known  to  every  observing  individual,  when  a  new  business  is 
set  up,  as  a  planing  machine,  supitosed  to  be  very  profitable 
generally,  a  competition  is  excited,  which  reduces  the  profit 
below  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  labor  and  expense 
of  the  business.  If  the  monopoly  continued,  as  enjoyed  under 
the  contract,  the  consideration  paid  fur  the  monopoly  would 
be  added  *to  the  profits,  which  would  make  them  large.  (-•CE7 
But  when  the  monopoly  ceases,  the  profits,  if  not  de-  ^ 
stroyed,  are  reduced  by  competition,  at  least  as  low,  if  not 
below  the  ordinary  profit  of  capital  employed  in  other  invest- 
ments. 

If  the  business  of  the  county  or  city  required  the  number 
of  planing  machines  in  ojjerntion,  the  licensee  could  sell  his 
machine  at  a  reasonable  reduction  for  the  time  it  had  run. 
The  machines  of  the  defendant  had  run,  probably,  from 
twelve  to  fifteen  years.  A  considerable  reduction  would  be 
expected  by  the  purchaser,  as  a  n)achine  could  not  be  ex- 
pected to  last  more  than  twenty  years.    But  suppose  it  can 
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be  used  thirty,  theu  one  half  of  the  value  must  be  deducted 
for  the  wear  of  the  machine  fifteen  years,  which  would  re- 
duce it  to  some  two  hundred  and  fifty  or  three  hundred  dol- 
lara. 

But  suppose  the  exclusive  right  should  be  continued  in 
the  patentee,  by  an  extension  of  it  seven  years.  Then,  if 
the  machiueB  were  not  more  numerous  than  the  public  re- 
quired, they  would  be  wanted  by  their  owners,  or  by  others 
disposed  to  eng^e  in  the  business.  And  I  hazard  nothing 
in  saying,  that,  after  deducting  the  compensation  from  the 
profit^,  paid  for  the  exclusive  right,  they  would  be  larger 
than  could  be  hoped  for,  where  the  right  was  common. 
Under  such  circumstances,  I  can  entertain  nn  doubt,  that  a 
machine  would  seU  for  nioie  money,  under  the  extension  of 
the  patent,  than  where  the  right  goes  to  the  public. 

The  idea  that  to  refuse  the  use  of  a  machine  under  the 
extension  of  a  patent,  is  an  unjust  interference  with  prop- 
erty, I  think,  is  unfounded.  There  is  no  interference  with 
the  property  in  the  machine.  The  owne"  may  sell  it  to  any 
one  who  has  a  license  to  use  it.  It  is  not  the  property  in  the 
machine  that  is  complained  of,  but  because  the  right  to  run 
it  longer  than  the  contract  provided  for,  is  not  given.  The 
licensee  has  used  the  franchise,  as  long  as  he  purchased  and 
paid  for  it;  andean  he  in  justice  claim  more  than  his  con- 
tract. The  extension  of  the  right  to  use,  while  the  extended 
f latent  continues,  does  a  wrong  to  the  patentee,  by  taking 
lis  property,  without  comjiensation,  and  giving  it  to  the 
licensee.  The  franchise  is  property,  and  it  can  no  more  be 
transferred  to  another,  without  compensation  or  contract, 
than  any  other  property.  It  would  seem  that  this  descrip- 
tion of  property  is  not  governed  by  contract.  That  a  con- 
tract to  use  the  fi-anchise  ten  years,  does  not  mean  what  is 
expressed,  but  may  mean  a  right  for  twenty  years,  or  any 
other  term  to  which  the  patent  may  be  extended. 

Every  man  who  has  sense  enough  to  make  a  contract,  takes 
into  his  estimate  the  contingency  of  a  loss,  to  some  extent,  in 
going  out  of  the  business.  He  fixes  his  own  time  for  the 
^ccQi  "contract,  and  if  he  wishes  to  provide  for  the  contin- 
-'  gency  arising  from  the  renewal  of  a  patent,  he  can 
embrace  it  in  bis  contract  for  a  stipulated  compensation. 

It  may  be  true,  that,  unless  the  contrary  appear,  when  the 
patentee  sells  a  planing  machine,  a  right  to  use  it  may  be  ap- 
plied. But  the  light  to  construct  and  the  right  to  use,  are 
distinct.  Some  purchase  of  the  patentee  the  right  to  con- 
struct the  machine,  others  to  use  it.  This  planing  machine 
cannot  be  compared  to  a  plough,  or  any  other  ardcle  which 
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may  be  considered  the  product  of  the  patent.  The  machine 
is  the  instrument  through  which  the  plank  is  planed.  The 
plank  is  the  product,  and  may  be  sold  in  the  market  a^  other 
property.  But  the  planing  machine  cannot  be  used,  without 
a  license.  The  law  protects  the  franchise,  by  prohibiting  the 
use  of  the  machine  without  a  license.  When  Baniet  pur- 
chased the  franchise  for  the  fifty  machines,  he  did  not  buy 
the  machines  for  a  term  as  long  as  the  machines  could  run, 
but  for  nine  years  and  six  months.  The  contract,  neither 
expressly  or  impliedly,  extended  beyond  that  term. 

In  this  view,  I  think  that  I  am  not  mistaken,  and  if  I  am 
not,  the  license  is  not  injured  a  dollar  by  the  termination  of 
his  light  to  run  his  machine,  as  fixed  in  his  contract.  But, 
on  whom  is  the  injury  inflicted  by  extending  the  contiact  of 
the  licensee  with  the  patentee,  and  that  without  compensa- 
tion ?  In  the  present  case,  the  patentee  has  been  injured,  by 
the  use  of  the  fifty  machines,  at  least  four  thousand  dollars, 
the  amount  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  right  to  run  them  less 
than  ten  years.  And  mnst  not  the  property  of  the  patentee 
be  taken  into  the  account,  as  well  as  the  im^ned  rights  of 
the  licensee? 

The  patentee  is  justly  considered  a  public  benefactor.  He 
has  conferred  a  great  benefit  upon  the  world;  and  be  is  enti- 
tled, under  our  laws,  to  at  least  a  compensation  for  his  ex- 
pense, ingenuity,  and  labor. 

That  the  patentee  is  the  only  one  whose  interests  are  re- 
garded, as  the  ground  of  extending  the  patent  in  the  act  of 
1836,  is  clear.  Now,  suppose  the  patentee  has  assigned  the 
whole  of  the  patent,  without  receiving  such  a  compensation 
as  the  law  authorizes;  there  can  be  no  doubt  he  is  entitled, 
on  that  ground,  to  a  renewal  of  the  patent ;  and  yet,  under 
the  decision  now  given,  his  assignees  would  receive  all  the 
benefits  of  the  renewal.  Should  not  this  fact  cause  doubts 
whether  the  rule  of  construction  of  the  statute  can  be  a 
sound  one,  which  defeats  its  avowed  object  ?  If  this  be  the 
consequence  of  the  assignment  of  the  entire  interest  by  the 
patentee,  any  partial  assignment  must  produce  the  same  re- 
sult, though  to  a  more  limited  extent.  A  principle  which 
will  not  bear  this  test  is  not  sound. 

*The  act  of  1845,  extending  this  patent,  annexed  rueeq 
no  conditions.  The  exclusive  right  was  extended  to  '■ 
the  administrator  of  Wondworth  for  seven  years,  from  the 
27th  of  December,  1849.  But  the  decision  now  given,  in 
effect  declares  this  exclusive  right  is  not  given.  Indeed  the 
object  of  Congress  must  be  defeated  if  the  machines,  in  opera- 
tion at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  are  to  be  continued 
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without  compensation.  It  in  presumed  there  are  few  places 
where  planing  machines  were  not  constructed  before  1849, 
the  time  the  renewal  took  effect,  if  the  public  required  them. 
On  this  supposition,  the  extension  of  the  patent  can  be  of 
little  or  no  benefit  to  the  heirs  of  the  patentee.  Congress 
could  have  granted  the  act  only  upon  the  ground  to  remuner- 
ate the  heirs  of  the  inventor. 

There  seems  to  be  a  gieat  mistake  as  to  the  profits  of  this 
patent.  It  was  a  valuable  patent,  but,  as  in  all  other  cases, 
its  value  excited  the  rapacity  of  men  who  seek  to  enrich  them- 
selves by  taking  the  property  of  othei-s.  The  records  of  the 
courts  show,  that  piracies  were  committed  on  this  patent  in 
eveiT  part  of  the  country  ;  and  that  to  sustain  it,  much  ex- 
penditure and  labor  have  been  required.  It  is  stated  that 
the  sum  of  near  two  hundred  thousand  dollai's  has  been  thus 
expended  to  establish  this  patent.  Congress  have  extended 
many  patents;  in  some  instances  conditions  have  been  im- 
posed, in  others,  the  franchise  has  been  extended  uncondition- 
ally. Now,  where  the  patent  is  extended  by  act  of  Congress, 
without  conditions,  I  am  unable  to  perceive  how  the  court 
can  impose  conditions.  Such  an  act  would  be  legislation,  and 
not  construction. 

By  the  act  of  the  15th  February,  1847,  the  patent  of 
Thomas  Blancbard,  for  cutting  irregular  forms  out  of  wood, 
brass,  or  iron,  was  extended  for  fourteen  years,  from  the  20th 
of  January,  1848:  "  Provided  that  such  extension  shall  enure 
to  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  Thomas  Blanchai'd,  his  ex- 
ecutors and  administrators  and  to  no  other  peiiionB  whom- 
soever, except  that  a  bond  fide  assignee  of  the  invention,  by 
virtue  of  an  assiginnent  fmm  the  patentee  heretofore  made, 
shall  have  the  benefit  of  this  act,  upon  just,  reasonable,  and 
equitable  terms,  according  to  his  interest  therein.  And  if 
the  said  Thomas  Blanchard,  his  executors  or  administi-ators, 
cannot  agree  with  such  assignee,  tiie  terms  shall  be  ascer- 
tained and  determined  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  distiict  in  which  such  assignee  resides,  to  he 
decreed  upon  a  bill  to  be  filed  by  such  assignee  for  that  pur- 
pose. And  provided  further,  that  no  assignee  shall  have  the 
benefit  of  this  act  unless  he  shall,  within  ninety  days  from 
its  passage,  agree  with  the  said  Thomas  Blancbard  as  to 
the  consideration  upon  which  be  is  to  have  it,  or  file  bis 
bill,"  &c. 

•IfiOl       *Every  one  must  perceive  the  justice  and  propriety 

J  of  this  act;  under  the  decision  now  given,  the  assignee 

of  Blancbard  would  have  had  the  benefit  of  the  extension 

without  paying  for  it.     This  act,  extending  Blanchard's  par 
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tent,  was  passed  two  years  after  the  decision  of  this  court  in 
Wihon  V.  Mauageaw,  which,  under  the  act  of  1836,  gave  the 
henefit  of  the  extension  to  the  assignee.  This'  must  Iiave 
been  known  to  Congress,  and  yet  they  deemed  a  special  pro- 
vision in  behalf  of  tne  assignee  necessary.  This  act,  and  sev- 
eral others  of  a  similar  character,  cannot  fail  to  convince 
every  one  that  Congress  did  not  suppose  that  the  courts  have 
power  to  annex  a  condition  to  a  legislative  grant. 

In  the  case  of  Svan»  v,  Jordan  and  Morehead,  (9  Cranch, 
199,)  this  court  held,  that  the  act  of  January,  1808,  for  the 
relief  of  Oliver  Evans,  does  not  authorize  those  who  erected 
their  machinery  between  the  expiration  of  their  old  patents 
and  the  issuing  of  the  new  one,  to  use  it  after  the  issuing  of 
the  latter. 

The  above  act  extended  the  patent  fourteen  years,  "pro- 
vided that  no  person  who  may  have  hei-etofore  paid  the  said 
Oliver  Evans  for  license  to  use  the  said  improvemeuts,  shall 
be  obliged  to  renew  said  license  or  be  subject  to  damages  for 
not  renewing  the  same ;  and  provided  also,  that  no  person 
who  shall  have  used  the  said  improvements,  or  have  erected 
the  same  for  use,  before  the  issuing  of  the  said  patent,  shall 
be  liable  to  damages  therefor." 

This  was  a  much  stronger  case  for  equitable  considerations 
than  the  one  before  us.  Evan's  patent  had  expired.  His 
improvements  were  free  to  the  public,  and  they  were  adopted 
by  the  defendants  before  he  made  application  to  Congress  for 
a  renewal  of  hia  patent.  I  will  cite  the  reasoning  of  the  Sit 
preme  Court  on  that  case.  "The  languf^e,"  they  say,  "of 
this  last  proviso  is  so  precise,  and  so  entirely  free  from  all 
ambiguity,  that  it  is  difficult  for  any  course  of  reasoning  to 
shed  light  upon  its  meaning.  It  protects  against  any  claim 
for  damages  which  Evans  might  make,  those  who  have  used 
his  improvements,  or  who  may  have  erected  them  for  use, 
prior  to  the  issuing  of  his  patent  under  this  law.  The  pro- 
tection is  limited  to  acts  done  piiui-  to  another  act  thereafter 
to  be  performed,  to  wit,  the  issuing  of  the  patent.  To  extend 
it,  by  construction,  to  acts  which  might  be  done  subsequent 
to  the  issuing  of  the  patent,  would  be  to  make,  not  to  inter- 
pret, the  law."  "  Tlie  injustice  of  denying  to  the  defendants  ■ 
the  use  of  machineiy  which  they  had  erected  after  the  expir- 
ation of  Evans's  first  patent,  and  prior  to  the  passage  of  this 
law,  has  been  strongly  urged  as  a  reason  why  the  words  of 
this  proviso  should  be  so  construed  as  to  have  aprospec-  r^cat 
tive  operation.  But  it  should  be  recollected  that  *the  ^ 
right  of  the  plaintiff  tii  recover  damages  for  using  his  im- 
provement after  the  tBsuing  of  his  patent,  under  this  law, 
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although  it  had  been  erect«d  prior  thereto,  arises  not  under 
this  law,  but  under  the  general  law  of  the  2l8t  of  February, 
1793.  The  provisos  in  this  law  profess  to  protect,  against 
the  operation  of  the  genera!  law,  three  classes  of  persons — 
those  who  had  paid  Evans  for  a  license  prior  to  the  passage 
of  the  law  ;  those  who  may  have  used  his  improvements ;  and 
those  who  may  have  erected  them  for  use  before  the  issuing 
of  the  patent.' 

And  the  court  say,  "  The  legislature  might  have  proceeded 
still  further,  by  providing  a  shield  for  pei-sons  standing  in  the 
situation  of  these  defendants.  It  is  believed  that  the  reason- 
ableness of  such  a  provision  could  have  been  questioned  by 
no  one.  But  the  legislature  have  not  thought  proper  to  ex- 
tend the  protection  of  these  provisos  beyond  the  issuing  of 
the  patent  under  that  law;  and  this  court  would  transgress 
the  limits  of  the  judicial  power  by  an  attempt  to  supply,  by 
construction,  this  supposed  omission  of  the  legislature.  The 
argument  founded  upon  the  hardship  of  this  and  similar  cases, 
would  be  entitled  to  great  weight  if  the  words  of  this  proviso 
were  obscure  and  open  to  construction.  But  considerations 
of  this  nature  can  never  sanction  a  construction  at  vaiiance 
with  the  manifest  meaning  of  the  legislature,  expressed  in 
plain  and  an  unambiguous  language." 

The  above  views  do  not  conflict  with  the  opinion  of  the 
court  in  Mvant  v.  Eaton,  3  Wheat.,  454.  In  that  case  the 
court  say,  "Some  doubts  have  been  entertained  respecting 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  as  both 
the  plaintiff  and  defendants  are  citizens  of  the  same  State. 
The  fifth  section  of  the  act  to  promote  the  progress  of  useful 
arte,  which  gives  to  every  patentee  a  right  to  sue  in  a  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  case  his  rights  be  violated,  is 
i-epealed  by  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  1800,  which  gives 
the  action  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  where  a 
patent  is  granted,  'pursuant'  to  that  act,  or  to  the  act  for  the 
promotion  of  useful  arts.  This  patent,  it  has  been  said,  is 
granted,  not  in  pursuance  of  either  of  those  acts,  but  in  pur- 
suance of  the  act '  for  the  relief  of  Oliver  Evans,'  But  this 
court  is  of  opinion,  that  the  act  for  the  relief  of  Oliver  Evans, 
is  ingrafted  on  the  general  act  for  the  promotion  of  useful 
arts,  and  that  the  patent  is  issued  in  pursuance  of  both.  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  therefore  sustained." 

There  can  be  no  question  that  the  special  law  extending 
the  grant,  as  to  its  validity,  is  subject  to  the  general  patent 
law.  The  right  was  intended  to  be  exclusive,  if  it  be  estab- 
lished that  Evans  was  the  original  inventor  of  the  improve- 
ments claimed,  and  such  improvemente  were  stated  with  the 
600 
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tieceasaiy  precision.  *And  also  that  it  came  under  the  rac^o 
clasB  of  cases  on  which  suit  could  be  brought  in  the  L 
coui-ts  of  the  United  States,  without  legaid  to  the  citizenship 
of  the  parties.  But  it  could  not  have  been  intended  to  apply 
to  any  contract  subsequent  to  the  patent,  and  it  could  only 
be  held  to  embrace  those  general  provisions  of  the  patent  law 
which  relate  to  the  validity  of  the  patent.  Under  the  act  of 
Congiess,  a  specification  was  necessarily  filed,  and  it  seems 
to  be  the  practice  to  issue  a  patent  under  the  act.  This,  it 
appeal's  to  me,  is  unnecessary,  as  the  grant  in  the  act  is  suffi- 
cient. But  the  schedule  is  necessai-y  to  show  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  claim,  and  these  must  be  sustained  on  those 
principles  which  apply  to  patents  generally. 

To  give  any  other  construction  to  the  above  remarks  of  the 
court,  would  be  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  language  used, 
and  the  principle  decided,  in  the  case  above  cited  from  Cranch. 
In  fact,  the  remark  that  the  relief  of  Evans  was  ingrafted  on 
the  general  law,  was  made  in  reference  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  and  cannot  be  extended  beyond  that  and  other 
questions,  in  relation  to  the  validity  of  the  patent. 

This  argument  of  the  court,  in  Bvant  v.  Jordan,  applies 
with  all  its  force  and  authority  to  the  case  before  us ;  and  I 
need  only  say  it  was  the  language  of  Marshall,  of  Story,  of 
Washington,  and  of  the  other  Judges  of  the  court,  except 
Judge  Todd,  who  appears  to  have  Been  absent.  I  can  add 
nothing  to  the  weight  of  the  argument ;  but  I  will  proceed 
to  name  the  Judges  of  this  court  who  have  given  opinions 
opposed  to  the  decision  of  this  case  by  four  of  my  brethren. 

Mr.  Justice  Wayne  being  sick,  did  not  sit  in  the  case.  In 
Wilton  V.  Romteau,  he  held  that,  under  the  act  of  1886,  the 
licensee  had  no  right  to  run  bis  machine  under  the  extended 
patent. 

Mr.  Justice  Curtis  having,  as  counsel,  given  an  opinion 
opposed  to  the  right  of  the  defendants,  did  not  sit  in  the  case. 
Mr.  Justice  Thompson  and  Mr.  Justice  Story  had  both  given 
opinions  f^ainst  the  right  of  the  assignee,  unless  under  a 
special  assignment.  This  was  the  npiniim  of  Mr.  Justice 
Woodbury,  as  expressed  in  the  case  of  Wilton  v.  Rouiseau. 
Mr.  Justice  McKinley  gave  ifn  opinion  against  the  right  of 
the  assignee  under  the  act  of  1845,  extending  Woodworth's 
patent.  The  same  decision  has  been  frequently  given,  by  the 
Justices  of  this  bench,  in  the  second  and  seventh  circuita. 

Sustained  by  the  authority  of  seven  Justices  of  this  court, 
and  by  an  argument  of  the  Supreme  C'ourt,  above  cited, 
which,  I  think,  is  unanswerable,  I  shall  deem  it  to  be  my 
du^  to  bring  the  same  question  now  decided,  when  it  shall 
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arise  in  my  circuit,  for  the  consideration  and  ileciiiioii  of  a 
full  bench. 

•563]  •OBDEE. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  trauscript  of  the 
record  from  tlie  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Western  District  of  Pennsylvania,  and  was  argued  by  uounsel. 
On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  a<ljudged, 
and  decreed,  by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  said  Circuit 
Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  afBrmed, 
with  costs. 


Lbssek  of  Ibwin  H.  Doolittle  and  Others,  Plain- 
tiffs, V.  Levi  Bryan  and  Others,  Defendants. 

A  ule  of  land  by  d  manhal  on  a  vaidiiiooi  ixponat,  after  he  is  removed  fTom 
office,  and  a  new  marelial  appointed  and  qualified,  is  not  Toid. 

Such  sale  Iwing  returned  to  tlie  court  and  conflnned  by  it,  on  motion,  and  a 
deed  ordered  to  be  made  to  the  purcbaaer  at  the  lale,  bj  the  new  manhal, 
mch  Bale  being  made,  i«  valid.' 

Th[S  case  came  up  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Distiict  of  Ohio,  on  a  certificate  of  division  in 
opinion  between  the  Judges  thereof. 

The  following  was  the  entire  record  iu  the  case : 

The  United  States  of  America, 
JHstrict  of  Ohio,  m. 

At  a  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  for  the  District 
of  Ohio,  begun  and  held  at  the  city  of  Colunibus,  in  said 
district,  on  the  third  Tuesday  iu  tho  month  of  October,  iu 
the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty- 
one,  and  of  the  independence  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica the  76th,  before  the  Honorable  John  Mcl>ean  and  the 
Honorable  Humphrey  H.  Leavitt,  Judges  of  said  court; 
among  other  proceedings  had,  were  the  following,  to  wit : 

The  lessee  of  Irwin  B.  Doolittle  et  al.  1 

V.  }  In  ejectment. 

Levi  Bbtan  et  al.  ) 

In  this  case,  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  being  citizens  of 
Illinois,  brought  their  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  posses- 
sion of  one  thousand  acres  of  laud  in  the  State  of  Ohio ;  the 
declaration  being  duly  served  on  the  tenants  in  possession, 

■  Compare  BotKrbank  t.  Marru,  WaU.  C  C.,  IU. 
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they  appeared  aud  entered  into  the  coiiaeut  rule,  and  filed 
the  geueiai  issue.  On  the  trial,  two  points  urose,  on  which 
the  opinions  of  tlie  Judges  were  opposed,  to  wit: 

•1.   Whether  a  sale  of  laud  by  a  marahal,  on  a  wen-  r«e(;4 
Uitiom  exponat^  after  he  is  removed  from  oflice,  and  a  '■ 
uew  marshal  appointed  and  qualified,  is  void? 

2.  Whether  such  sale,  being  returned  to  the  court,  and 
confirmed  by  it  on  motiuii,  aud  a  deed  ordered  to  be  made  to 
the  purchaser,  at  the  sale,  by  the  new  marslial,  such  sale 
being  made,  is  valid  ? 

And  the  counsel  for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  moved  tlie 
court  to  certify  the  above  points,  for  decision,  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  under  the  statute. 

The  practice  to  confirm  the  marshal's  sale,  is  under  the 
fifteenth  section  of  the  State  statute  "regulating  judgments 
and  executions,"  and  is  as  follows : 

*'  That  if  the  court  to  which  any  writ  of  execution  shall 
be  returned  by  the  ofiicer,  for  the  satisfaction  of  which  any 
lands  or  tenements  may  have  been  sold,  shall,  after  having 
carefully  examined  the  proceedings  of  such  ofScer,  be  satis- 
fied that  the  sale  has,  in  all  respects,  been  made  in  conformity 
to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  they  shall  direct  their  clerk  to 
make  an  entry  thereof  on  the  journal,  that  the  court  are  sat- 
isfied with  the  legality  of  such  sale,  aud  an  order  that  the 
said  officer  make  to  the  purchaser  a  deed  for  such  lands  and 
tenements." 

October  27,  1851. 

From  the  arguments  of  counsel,  the  following  appeared  to 
be  the  dates  of  the  several  transactions. 

On  the  19th  of  February,  1829,  a  venditioni  exponat  came 
to  the  bauds  of  WiUiain  Dougherty,  then  the  marshal  of 
Ohio.    The  writ  was  returnable  to  the  July  term,  1829. 

On  the  20th  of  April,  1829,  Dougherty  was  removed  &om 
office. 

On  the  11th  of  May,  1829,  John  Patterson  was  qualified 
as  marshal. 

On  the  10th  of  July,  1829,  Dougherty  sold  the  land  in 
question. 

At  the  July  term,  1829,  the  writ  of  venditioni  exponai  waa 
returned,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  land  was  sold  to 
Levi  Bryan,  one  of  the  defendants.  The  aale  was  confirmed 
by  the  court,  and  Patterson,  the  then  marshal,  ordered  to 
convey  the  land  to  Bryan,  the  purchaser. 

The  counsel  upon  both  sides  agreed  that  the  plaintiffs  in 
•ieotmeut  could  not  Tecover  unless  this  was  a  void  sale. 
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It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Stanberry,  iov  the  plaintiffe,  and  Mr. 
Corwin,  for  the  defendant. 

,-„(.,      "Mr,  Justice  GRIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
J  court. 
On  the  trial  of  this  case  in  the  Circuit  Court,  two  jwints 
arose,  in   which   the  Judges  were  divided  in   opinion,  and 
which  have  been  accordingly  certified  to  this  conrt. 

1.  Whether  a  sale  of  land  by  a  marshal,  on  a  venditioni 
exponas,  after  he  is  removed  from  office,  and  a  new  marshal 
is  appointed,  is  void? 

2.  Whether  such  sale,  being  returned  to  the  court  and 
confirnied  by  it,  on  motion,  and  a  deed  ordered  to  be  made 
to  the  purchaser  at  the  sale,  by  the  new  marshal,  such  sale 
being  ninde,  is  valid? 

If  the  first  of  these  questions  be  answered  in  the  negative, 
the  second  will  be  answered  affirmatively,  as  an  undisputed 
consequence. 

Whether  a  sale,  made  by  a  marshal  after  he  is  removed 
from  office,  on  a  writ  of  venditioni  exponas,  is  void,  will  de- 
pend on  the  construction  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  of 
May  7, 1800,  ch.  45,  and  whether  it  is  a  repeal  of  the  pruvi- 
sions  on  this  subject,  contained  in  the  twenty-eighth  section 
of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789,  ch.  20. 

So  much  of  the  latter  act  as  is  material  to  our  iuquiry,  is 
as  follows:  "Every  marshal  or  his  deputy,  when  removed 
from  office,  or  when  the  term  for  which  the  marshal  is  ap- 
pointed shall  expire,  shall  have  power,  notwithstanding,  to 
execute  all  such  precepts  as  may  be  in  their  hands  respect- 
ively at  the  time  of  such  removal  or  expiration  of  office,"  &c. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  of  1800  enacts:  "That  when- 
ever a  marshal  shall  sell  any  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments, by  virtue  of  process  from  a  court  of  the  United  States, 
and  shall  die  or  be  removed  from  office,  or  the  term  of  his 
commission  expire,  before  a  deed  shall  be  executed  for  the 
same  by  him  to  the  purchaser;  in  every  such  case  the  pur- 
chaser or  plaintiff,  at  whose  suit  the  sale  was  made,  may  apply 
to  the  court  from  which  the  process  issued,  and  set  forth  the 
case,  assigning  the  reason  why  the  title  was  not  perfected  by 
the  marshal  who  sold  the  same ;  and  thereupon  the  court  may 
order  the  marshal,  for  the  time  being,  to  perfect  the  title,  and 
execute  a  deed  to  the  purchaser,  he  paying  the  purchase- 
money  and  costs  remaining  unpaid.  And  where  a  marshal 
shall  take  in  execution  any  lands,  &c.,  and  shall  die  or  be  re- 
moved from  office,  or  the  term  of  his  commission  expire  before 
a  sale  or  other  final  disposition  made  of  the  same,  in  eveij 
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case  the  like  process  shall  issue  to  the  succeeding  marshal, 
aud  the  same  proceedings  ehall  be  had,  as  if  such  former 
marshal  had  not  died  or  been  removed,  or  the  term  of  his 
commissiou  had  not  expired.  Aud  the  provisions  in  this 
section  contained,  shall  be  and  they  are  hereby  extended 
"to  all  the  cases  respectively  which  may  have  happened  r.tge 
before  the  passing  of  this  act."  *- 

There  is  no  express  repeal  of  the  act  of  1789  to  be  found  in 
this  act  of  1800.  Nor  does  it  contain  any  nM;ative  terms 
which  are  necessarily  contrary  to  the  previous  afBrmative  act. 
A  latter  act  is  never  construed  to  repeal  a  prior  act  unless 
there  be  a  contrariety  or  repugnancy  in  them,  or  at  least 
some  notice  taken  of  the  former  act  so  as  to  indicate  an  in- 
tention to  repeal  it.  The  law  does  not  favor  a  repeal  by 
implication  unless  the  repugnance  be  quite  plain;  hence  it 
has  been  decided  that,  although  'wo  acts  of  parliament  be 
seemingly  repugnant,  yet  if  there  be  no  clause  of  non  obstante 
in  the  latter  they  shall,  if  possible,  have  such  construction 
that  the  latter  may  not  he  a  repeal  of  the  former  by  implica- 
tion ;  Dwarris  on  Stat.,  674,  and  cases  cited. 

The  purview  of  the  clause  of  the  act  of  1789,  now  in  ques- 
tion, is  to  deiine  the  powere  of  a  marshal  having  process  in 
his  hands  at  the  time  he  is  removed  or  his  office  expires;  it 
authorizes  him  to  execute  piocess  previously  directed  to  him. 
The  act  of  1800  is  evidently  intended  to  confer  rights  on  the 
parties  to  have  the  same  acts  performed  by  the  new  marshal. 
It  gives  cumulative  rights  and  powers,  for  the  benefit  of 
suitors. 

That  such  is  its  purview  and  policy,  is  evident  from  its 
language—"  the  purchaser  or  the  plaintiff,"  it  is  said,  "  may 
apply,  and  the  court  may  order  the  new  marshal  for  the  time 
being"  ;  and  although  "may"  is  changed  into  "shall,"  in  the 
latter  clause  of  the  section,  it  is  not  necessarily  inconsistent 
with,  nor  repugnant  to  the  power  conferred  on  the  mai-shal 
to  execute  precepts  in  his  hands,  by  the  act  of  1787.  The 
latter  act  does  not  set  aside  or  make  void  process  or  precepts 
in  the  hands  of  the  outgoing  marshal,  or  require  him  to  hand 
them  over  to  the  new  officer.  It  authorizes  "  like  process  " 
to  issue  to  him  ;  and  the  word  "  shall  "  is  used  becnuse  it  is 
the  most  proper  in  conferring  a  jmwer  on  the  officer,  and  is 
not  incompatible  with  the  choice  given  to  the  plaintiff  in  Ihe 
fii-st  clause  of  the  section.  The  laws  of  the  several  States 
affecting  liens  on  land,  and  the  process  by  which  they  may 
be  sold  for  the  satisfaction  of  judgments,  differ  very  widely. 
In  some,  by  attachment  a  lien  is  created  at  the  institution  of 
the  suit    In  others,  the  judgment  becomes  a  lien  at  the  time 
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of  its  reiiditiun ;  while  in  others,  the  execution  &nd  levy  first 
give  a  lien.  lit  Botiie,  lands  are  sold  on  a  fi.  fa.,  while  in 
others  it  can  be  sold  only  on  a  venditioni  exponas.  Under 
the  act  of  1789,  a  doubt  might  have  been  entertained  whether 
land  attached  should  be  sold  by  the  officer  who  had  origi- 
nally attached  it,  and  whether,  if  process  issued  to  a  new 
officer,  it  might  not  be  a  relinquishment  of  the  lien  of  the 
*')R71  '^"g'"^'  'attachment,  as  by  fiction  of  law  the  land,  like 
J  personal  property  attached,  might  be  considered  in  the 
custody  of  the  officer  who  attached  it.  Again,  an  officer, 
going  out  of  office,  may  have  an  execution  in  hid  hands  which 
has  created  a  lien ;  if  the  act  were  construed  so  as  impera- 
tively to  require  a  new  or  "  like  process  "  to  issue  to  the  new 
officer,  the  lien,  and  with  it  the  debt,  might  be  lost.  In  other 
cases,  on  the  contrary,  a  marshal  may  be,  and  often  is,  re- 
moved from  office,  because  money,  which  once  gets  into  his 
hands,  cannot  be  got  out  again,  and  a  plaintifF  may  much  pre- 
fer to  relinquish  his  execution  and  take  a  new  one.  Doubts, 
also,  may  have  arisen  whether  a  venditioni  exponas  could 
legally  issue  to  the  new  marshal,  where  the  former  one  had 
levied  on  the  land  and  had  it  condemned.  All  these  difficul- 
ties are  obviated  by  the  act  of  1800,  not  hy  repealing  the 
general  powers  given  by  the  act  of  1789,  but  by  conferring 
certain  powers  on  the  new  officer,  where  it  is  found  expedient 
or  necessary  that  he  should  exercise  them. 

It  is  an  argument  entitled  to  great  weight  in  the  construc- 
tion of  these  statutes, — that  different  constructions  have  been 
given  them  in  different  States,  and  the  practice  under  them 
has  been  more  or  less  conformed  to  the  State  practice,  with- 
out, perhaps,  a  proper  regard  to  these  acts.  In  some,  the  act 
of  1800  has  been  overlooked  altogether,  A  sharp  or  strhigent 
construction,  which  should  now  declare  the  latter  to  M  a 
repeal  of  the  powers  conferred  by  the  former,  might  have  the 
effect  of  unsettling  titles  to  land  to  an  extent  the  court  may 
not  he  able  to  anticipate.  In  the  present  case,  it  is  said,  the 
land  was  sold  in  1829.  The  purchaser  paid  his  money  and 
obtained  his  deed  upon  the  faith  of  a  judgment  of  the  court 
that  the  sale  was  regular,  and  has  held  the  land  under  this 
title  ever  since.  Hundreds  of  similiar  cases  may  pi'ohably  be 
found,  where  the  same  objections  to  the  sale  exist.  Under 
such  circumstances  a  court  should  be  even  astute  in  avoiding 
a  construction  which  may  be  preductive  of  much  litigation 
and  insecurity  of  titles. 

We  therefore  answer  the  first  question   proposed,  in  the 

Xtive ;   which  involves,  as  a   necessary  consequence,  an 
oative  answer  to  the  second,  so  far  as  it  affects  the  case 
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before  ub.     But  we  du  not  mean  to  say  that  the  confirmation 
of  a  void  sale  by  the  couit,  would  make  it  valid. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Ohio,  and  on  the  points  or  questions  on  which  the 
Judges  of  the  said  Circuit  Court  were  opposed  in  opinion  and 
•which  were  certified  to  this  court  for  its  opinion,  rmf.ao 
^reeably  to  the  act  of  Congress  in  such  case  made  '- 
and  provided,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  consideration 
whereof,  it  is  the  opinion  of  this  court, — 

1.  "  That  a  sale  of  land  by  a  marshal,  on  s  venditioni  exponcu, 
after  he  is  removed  fiom  ofBce,  and  a  new  marshal  appointed 
and  qualified,"  is  not  void. 

2.  That  "  such  sale  being  returned  to  the  court,  and  con- 
firmed hy  it  on  motion,  aud  a  deed  ordered  to  be  made  to  the 
purchaser,  at  the  sale,  by  the  new  marshal,  such  sale  being 
made,  is  valid." 

Whereupon  it  is  now  here  ordered  and  adjudged,  by  this 
court,  that  it  be  so  certified  to  the  said  Circuit  Court. 


Samuei,  Veazie  and  Levi  Youno,  Plaihtifps  in  error, 
V.  Wymam  B.  S.  Moor. 

The  Rlrer  Pet^obtcot  is  entirely  vithin  the  8t«te  of  Maine,  from  iti  lource  to 
ill  roovth.  For  tlie  liut  eight  mile*  of  iti  course  it  ii  not  navigable,  but 
crossed  by  four  dam*  erected  for  manufacturing  purposes.  Higher  up  tl>o 
stream  there  vas  an  imperfect  navigation. 

A  law  of  the  Stale,  granting  ilie  excluaive  navigation  of  the  upper  river  to  a 
company  who  were  lo  improve  it,  is  not  in  conltict  with  the  eth  section  of 
the  lit  article  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  Slatei.  and  a  license  lo 
cany  on  the  coasting  trade  did  not  entitle  a  vessel  to  navigate  Uie  upper 
waters  of  the  river.' 

This  case  was  brought  up  from  the  Supreme  Judicial 
Court  of  the  State  of  Maine,  by  a  writ  of  error  issued  uiidei' 
the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act.* 

The  facts  in  the  case  are  sttited  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

t  CiTBii.  Withen  r.  BactUg,  20  nolm.  Id.,  208;  Hi^jAt  Co.  v.  £yiiuin. 
How.,  92;  JaekMon  v.  Steamboat  Mag-     16  Wall.,  620. 

■  Beported  below,  88  He.,  868. 
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It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Faine,  for  the  plaintifEa  in  error,  aud 
by  Mr.  Kelley  and  Mr.  Moor,  for  the  defendant  in  error: 

The  following  propositions  were  contended  for,  in  an 
elaborate  brief,  filed  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error : 

1.  That  the  constitutional  power  of  Congrese  in  question, 
embraces  the  right  to  adopt  any  means  reasonably  necessary, 
in  their  opinion,  to  the  successful  prosecution  of  commerce 
among  the  States  and  with  foreign  nations. 

2.  That  Congress  has  adopted,  as  such  means,  the  whole 
commercial  marine  of  the  country,  every  part  of  which,  as  a 
unit,  is  under  their  entire  control  and  regulation,  without 
regard  to  the  waters  on  which  the  navigation  is  carried  on. 

3.  That  to  constitute  a  part  of  this  eutnmercial  marine,  no 
other  qualifications  are  necessary  than  those  prescribed  by 
,--,Q1  'Congress  in  the  several  acts  regulating  the  registry 

J  and  enrolment  of  vessels,  and  such  registiT  or  enrol- 
ment is  evidence  of  a  compliance  with  the  prescribed  condi- 
tions. 

4.  That  any  vessel  so  enrolled,  being  licensed,  has  an 
unrestricted  right  to  navigate  all  the  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States,  wherever  they  may  be  found  serviceable  to 
its  use. 

5.  That  the  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  commerce  is  as 
extensive  on  land  as  water,  and  is  irrespective  of  both ; — that 
these  compose  no  part  of  commerce  or  navigation,  but  are 
subject  to  be  adopted  as  ways  or  thoroughfares  of  it,  when- 
ever they  may  be  required  by  the  wants  of  either; — and 
that  in  legislating  upon  the  subject,  Congress  has  not  dis- 
criminated between  one  class  or  body  of  navigable  waters  and 
another,  but  has  made  all  such  waters  free  for  the  uses  of 
navigation,  wherever  any  portion  of  the  commercial  marine 
of  the  country  may  exist. 

6.  That  under  the  statute  of  1831,  March  2,  §  3,  the  plain- 
tiffo'  boat  is  expressly  included  as  provided  for  by  said  act, 
and  is  thus  embraced  within  the  power  of  Congress,  even  if 
not  included  in  the  general  provisions  of  the  acts  regulating 
the  "  coastiog  trade." 

7.  That  the  right  of  Congress  to  regulate  "  commerce  with 
the  Indian  tribes,"  extends  to  and  embraces  the  Penobscot 
tribe  of  Indians,  and  the  Legislature  of  Maine  has  no  right  to 
restrict  the  people  to,  or  deprive  them  of,  any  particular 
mode  of  intercourse  or  trade  with  them. 

8.  That  any  act  of  a  State  Legislature  contravening  such 
right  of  navigation,  as  does  the  act  set  forth  in  defendants' 
bUl  of  complaint,  is  absolutely  nuU  and  void. 
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The  points  made  by  the  ouunsel  for  the  defendant  in  error, 
were  thus  stated : 

The  only  question  here  is,  whether  the  grant  to  Moor  is  in 
conflict  with  that  provision  of  the  Constitution  which  gives 
Congress  the  right  to  regulate  commerce. 

A  party  alleging  that  a  State  law  is  unconstitntional, 
takes  on  tumself  the  burden  of  establishing  these  three  prop- 
ositions : 

First.  That  the  matter  or  subject  in  controversy  is  within 
the  legislative  jurisdiction  of  Congress. 

Second.  That  Congress  has  de  facto  legislated  on  the  sub- 
ject, and  embraced  it  within  regulations  established  by  its 
legislation ;  and 

Third.  That  the  party  impeaching  the  law,  has  himself  ac- 
quired rights  in  the  subject-matter  which  is  in  controversy, 
and  that  these  rights  have  been  invaded  by  the  legislation  of 
the  State. 

•Applying  these  rules  to  this  case,  plaintiffs  are  r»r^n 
bound  to  show.  First.    That  the  navigation  of  the  '■ 
Penobscot  River,  above  Oldtown  Falls,  is  within  the  joris- 
diction  of  Congress. 

Second.  That  Congress  has  embraced  this  navigation  in 
its  legislation,  and  provided  regulations  for  it ;  and 

Third.  That  they  have  acquired  rights  in  that  navigation 
under  the  legislation  of  Congress,  which  rights  have  been 
impairer!  I)y  the  law  of  the  State. 

PlaihlilVs  must  establish  all  three  of  these  propositions. 
It  is  not  enough  tor  them  to  establish  any  two  of  them.  If 
they  &il  in  any  one  of  them,  they  have  no  ground  to  stand 
upon. 

Ist.  As  to  the  first  of  these  propositions.  The  grant  be- 
ing confined  to  waters  wholly  internal,  plaintiffs  can  carry 
on  no  navigation  by  means  of  those  waters,  with  any  for- 
eign nation,  nor  with  any  other  State.  We  think  this  is 
almost  too  plain  for  argument.  Moor  v.  Veazie,  32  Me.,  343 ; 
Wilson  V.  BlackbiTd  Co.,  2  Pet.,  250;  8  Kent,  Com.,  458; 
Livingston  v.  Van  Ingen,  9  Johns.  (N.  Y.),  506  ;  QibhoTiS  v, 
Ogden,  17  Id.,  488;  Id.,  9  Wheat.,  1;  JUTew  Bedford  Bridge 
case,  1  Woodb.  &  M.,  404 ;  Kellogg  v.  Union  Co.,  12  Conn., 
7 ;  Passenger  eases,  7  How.,  288 ;  Brown  v.  Maryland,  12 
Wheat.,  419;  New  York  V.  Miln,  11  Pet.,  102;  8  Cow. 
(N.  Y.),  713. 

Again.  This  grant  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  power  of 
Congress  to  regulate  commerce  with  the  Indian  tribes. 

1.  Because  commerce,  in  this  connection,  does  not  include 
navigation.     32  Me.,  S43. 
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2.  Because  the  constitution  manifeBtlj  refers  only  to  inde- 
pendent tribes  with  wliicli  the  general  goverDineiit  may  come 
in  conflict ;  not  to  those  small  remnants  of  tribes  scattered 
over  the  country,  which  are  under  State  jurisdiction  and 
guardianship.     32  Me.,  343. 

2d.  We  hold  that  plaintiff  entirely  fail  to  establish  the 
second  proposition,  to  wit:  That  the  navigation  of  these 
Witters  is  embraced  within  the  actual  legislation  of  Congress. 
None  of  the  acts  cited  were  ever  intended  to  apply  to  waters 
wholly  within  the  limits  of  a  State,  and  which  could  not  be 
reached  by  vessels  from  foreign  ports,  or  from  other  States. 

Again.  We  contend  that  if  Congress  has,  or  should  pass 
any  acts  interfering  with  commerce  purely  internal,  they 
would  be  unauthonzed  aud  void.  Paisenger  case,  1  How., 
283;   Genesee  Chief,  12  Id.,  448. 

3d.  As  to  the  third  proposition,  the  case  falls  to  show  that 
plaintiffs  have  acquired  any  rights  in  the  navigation  of  the 
waters  of  the  upper  Penobscot,  under  any  r^ulation  of 
Congress,  or  in  any  other  way  or  manner. 

Assuredly  there  can  be  no  pretence  that  plainti£b  were 
•fi7n  ^^S^S^^  *'"  ^^y  commerce  on  those  waters  with  any 
-'  foreign  nation,  or  with  any  other  State.  Nor  is  there 
any  fact  or  evidence  in  the  case  tending  to  show  that  th^ 
were  engaged  in  commerce  with  the  Penobscot  tribe.  It 
does  not  appear  that  they  traded  or  had  any  intercourse  with 
that  tribe,  nor  that  they  wished  or  intended  to  have  any  such 
intercourse.  The  Penobscots  are  not  repi'esented  here.  They 
do  not  complain  of  the  grant.  There  is  no  fact  going  to  show 
that  this  grant  has  any  oearing  or  effect  on  any  commerce  to 
which  they  are  parties.  If  they  have  any  ports  of  entry  or 
clearance,  for  aught  the  case  finds,  such  ports  may  be  as  her- 
metically sealed  as  those  of  Japan. 

If  plaintids  fail  to  show  that  they  have  acquired  rights 
which  have  been  taken  away,  they  cannot  complain,  even  if 
the  act  was  most  palpably  against  the  constitution.  WAeel- 
ing  Bridge  eate,  13  How.,  518;  Eaat  Hartford  v.  Hartford 
Bridge  Vompany^  IT  Conn. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  questions  raised  upon  this  record,  however  subdivided 
or  varied  they  may  have  been  in  form  or  number,  are  essen- 
tially and  properly  restricted  to  the  power  aud  the  duty  of  this 
court,  to  inquire  into  the  constitutional  obligation  of  the  law 
of  the  State  of  Maine,  upon  which  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  that  State  was  founded;  for  if  that  law  and  the 
privileges  conferred  thereby,  be  coincident  with  the  eighth 
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Bection  of  article  Ist  of  the  conBtUution,  they  can  be  assaila- 
ble here  upon  no  just  exception. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  the  statute  of  the  State  of 
Maine  is  in  derogation  of  the  power  vested  in  Congress  by 
the  article  and  section  above  mentioned,  "  to  regulate  com- 
merce with  foreign  nations,  and  among  the  several  States, 
and  with  the  Indian  tribes."  We  will  examine  the  character 
of  this  objection  with  reference  to  the  facts  disclosed  by  the 
record,  and  with  refei-ence  also  to  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  in  question,  as  they  have  been  designed  to  operate  on 
those  facts ;  and  as  these  last  are  all  agreed  by  the  parties, 
there  can  be  no  need  of  a  comparison  of  the  testimony  to 
ascertain  their  verity, 

The  River  Penobscot  is  sitiiated  entirely  within  the  State 
of  Maine;  having  its  rise  far  in  the  interior  of  the  State,  it 
is  not  subject  to  the  tides  above  the  city  of  Baiigor,  near  its 
mouth.  Between  the  city  of  Bangor  and  Old  Town,  a  dis- 
tance of  eight  miles,  the  Penobscot  passes  over  a  fall,  in 
crossed  by  four  dams  erected  for  manufacturing  purposes, 
and  for  the  above  space  is  not,  at  this  time,  and  never  has 
been,  navigable;  but  there  is  a  railroad  from  Bangor  to  tlie 
steamboat  landing  at  Old  Town.  On  the  SOth  day  of  July, 
1846,  the  Legislature  of  Maine,  by  'law  enacted,  that  r»ciTO 
"William  Moor  and  Daniel  Moor,  Jr.,  their  associates  ^ 
and  assigns,  were  authorized  to  improve  the  navigation  of 
the  Penobscot  Kiver  above  Old  Town,  and  for  that  purpose, 
were  authorized  to  deepen  the  channel  of  the  river,  to  cut 
down  and  remove  any  gravel  or  ledge,  bars,  rocks,  or  other 
obstructions  in  the  bed  thereof;  to  erect  in  the  bed,  on  the 
shore  or  bank  of  said  river,  suitable  dams  and  locks,  ^vitli 
booms,  piers,  abutments,  breakwaters,  and  other  erections  tt> 
protect  the  same;  to  build  upon  the  shore  or  bank  of  said 
river,  any  canal  or  canals  to  connect  the  navigable  parts  of 
said  river,  or  (in  case  it  shall  be  deemed  the  pi'eferable  mode 
of  improvement,)  any  railroads  for  the  like  purpose." 

After  providing  the  modes  of  acquiring  lands  or  gravel  on 
the  shores  or  in  the  bed  of  the  river,  and  for  compensating 
the  owners  of  property  used  in  the  prosecution  of  the  con- 
templated improvement,  the  act  proceeds  to  limit  the  time 
for  the  contemplation  of  the  undertaking,  with  particular 
termini  therein  named,  to  the  period  of  seven  years  from  its 
date;  and  farther  requires  that,  within  the  period  thus  limited, 
the  grantees  shall  build  and  run  a  steamboat  between  those 
termini,  and  shall,  within  the  same  time,  make  a  canal  and 
lock  around  the  falls  of  the  river,  or  a  railroad  to  connect  the 
route  above  with  that  below  the  falls. 
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Then  follows  section  fourth  of  the  statute,  containing  the 
provision  objected  to.  It  is  in  these  woids :  "  If  said  Wnliam 
Moor  and  Daniel  Moor,  Jr.,  their  associates  and  assigns, 
shall  perform  the  conditiontt  uf  this  grant  us  contained  in  the 
preceding  section,  the  sole  right  of  navigating  said  river  bj 
boats  propelled  by  steam  from  said  Old  Town  so  far  up  as 
they  shall  render  the  same  navigable,  is  hereby  granted  to 
them  for  the  term  of  twenty  yeai-s  from  and  after  the  com- 
pletion of  the  improvement,  as  provided  in  the  third  section 
of  this  act."  The  defendant  in  error,  who  is  assignee  of  the 
original  grantees  from  the  legislature,  having  made  certain 
improvements  in  the  river  by  the  removal  of  rocks,  and  by 
deepening  the  channel  in  other  places,  so  as  to  enable  boats 
to  run  therein,  with  two  and  a  half  feet  less  of  water  than 
was  requisite  for  navigation  previously  to  these  improve- 
ments, and  all  within  the  limit  prescribed  to  him  by  law,  built, 
and  on  the  27th  of  May,  1847,  placed  upon  the  said  river,  the 
steamboat  Governor  Neptune,  and  ran  her  from  Old  Town 
over  the  Piscataquis  Falls  to  a  place  called  Nickaton.  In  the 
spring  of  the  year  1847,  the  defendant  in  error  placed  on  the 
river  the  steamboat  Mattanawcook,  and  ran  her  to  Lincoln, 
till  obstructions  were  removed  by  him  at  a  place  called  the 
Mohawk  Rips,  above  the  Piscataquis  Falls ;  and  has  also  built 
and  is  now  running  upon  the  river,  another  steamboat 
•5731  **'*1^®'^  *^^  ^'^"'  Himston,  in  addition  to  the  Governor 
-I  Neptune  and  the  Mattanawcook. 

The  plamtiff  in  error,  Samuel  Veazie,  built  the  steamboat 
Governor  Dana,  and,  in  conjunction  with  other  plaintifTs, 
Levi  and  Warren  H.  Young,  ran  her  upon  the  Penobscot 
River  between  Old  Town  and  the  Piscataquis  Falls,  from  the 
10th  of  May,  1849,  until  they  were  ariestfid  by  au  injunction 
granted  at  the  suit  uf  the  defendant  in  error.  The  steamboat 
Governor  Dana  was  enrolled  and  licensed  for  the  coasting 
trade,  at  the  custom-house  at  Bangor.  The  Penobscot  tribe 
of  Indiana  own  all  the  islands  in  tne  Penobscot  River  above 
Old  Town  Falls,  some  of  which  they  occupy ;  and  this  tribe 
always  have  been,  and  now  are,  under  the  jurisdiction  and 
guardianship  of  the  State  of  Maine. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  agreed,  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 
of  Maine,  after  argument  and  advisement,  at  its  June  t«rm, 
1850,  decreed,  that  the  plaintifTs  in  error  be  perpetually  en- 
joined to  desist  and  refrain  from  running  and  employing  the 
steamboat  Governor  Dana,  propelled  by  steam,  for  transport- 
ing passengers  or  merchandise  on  said  river,  or  any  part 
thereof  above  Old  Town,  and  also  from  building,  using,  and 
employing,  any  other  boat  pi-opelled  by  steam  on  that  part  of 
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the  said  river  for  that  ptirpose,  without  the  cooseiit  of  the 
said  Wyiiian  B.  S.  Moor,  obtained  according  to  law,  until  the 
said  Moor's  exclusive  right  shall  expire.  The  court  farther 
decreed  to  the  defendant  in  error,  the  sum  of  one  thousand 
and  fifty-two  dollars  and  forty-five  cents,  for  damages  and 
expenses  iucurted  by  him,  by  reason  of  the  inteiference  with 
his  rights  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifb  in  error. 

Upon,  a  comparison  of  this  decree,  and  of  the  statute  upon 
which  it  is  founded,  with  tlie  provision  of  the  Constitution 
already  referred  to,  we  are  unaole  to  perceive  by  what  rule 
of  interpretation  either  the  statute  or  the  decree  can  he 
bixjught  within  either  of  the  categories  comprised  in  that  pro- 
vision. 

These  categories  are,  1st.  Commerce  with  foreign  nations. 
2dly.  Commerce  amongst  the  several  States.  Idly.  Com- 
merce with  the  Indian  tribes.  Taking  the  term  commerce  in 
its  broadest  acceptation,  supposing  it  to  e&ibrace  not  merely 
traffic,  but  the  means  and  venicles  by  which  it  is  prosecuted, 
can  it  properly  be  made  to  include  objects  and  purposes  such 
as  those  contemplated  by  the  law  under  review?  Commerce 
with  foreign  nations  must  signifv  commerce  which  in  some 
sense  is  necessarily  connected  with  these  nations,  transactions 
which  either  immediately,  or  at  some  stage  of  their  progress, 
must  be  extra-territorial.^  The  phrase  can  never  be  applied 
to  transactions  wholly  internal,  between  citizens  of  the  same 
community,  or  to  a  polity  and  la^trs  whose  ends  and  purposes 
and  operations  are  •restricted  to  the  territory  aud  r.epj  i 
soil  and  jurisdiction  of  such  community.  Nor  can  it  ^ 
be  properly  concluded,  that,  because  the  products  of  domestic 
ent«rpri3e  in  agriculture  or  manufactures,  or  in  the  arts,  may 
ultimately  become  the  subjects  of  foreign  commerce,  that  llie 
control  of  the  nieans  or  the  encouragements  by  which  enter- 
prise is  fostered  and  protected,  is  legitimately  within  the  im- 
port of  the  phrase  foreign  commerce,  or  fairly  implied  in  anj' 
investiture  of  the  power  to  regulate  such  commerce.  A 
pretension  as  far  reaching  as  this,  would  extend  to  contracts 
between  citizen  and  citizen  of  the  same  State,  would  control 
the  imrsuit£  of  the  planter,  the  grazier,  the  manufacturer,  the 
roecnanic,  the  immense  operations  of  the  collieries  and  mines 
and  furnaces  of  the  country ;  for  there  is  not  one  of  these 
avocations,  the  results  of  which  may  not  become  the  subjects 
of  foreign  commerce,  and  be  borne  either  by  turnpikes,  canals, 
or  railroads,  from  point  to  point  within  the  several  States, 
towards  an  ultimate  destination,  like  the  one  above  mentioned. 
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Such  a  pretension  would  effectually  prevent  or  paralyze  every 
effort  at  internal  improvement  by  the  aeveral  States;  for  it 
cannot  be  supposed,  tliat  the  States  would  exhaust  their  capi- 
tal and  their  credit  in  the  construction  of  turnpikes,  canals, 
and  railroads,  the  remuneration  derivable  from  which,  and  all 
control  over  which,  might  be  immediately  wrested  from  them, 
because  such  public  works  would  be  facilities  for  a  commerce 
which,  whilst  availing  itself  of  those  facilities,  was  unquestion- 
ably internal,  although  intermediately  or  ultimately  it  might 
become  foreign. 

The  rule  here  given  with  respect  to  the  regulation  of 
foreign  commerce,  equally  excludes  from  the  regulation  of 
commerce  between  the  States  and  the  Indian  tribes  the 
control  over  turnpikes,  canals,  or  railroads,  or  the  clearing 
and  deepening  of  watercoui-aes  exclusively  within  the  States, 
or  the  management  of  the  transportation  upon  and  by  means 
of  such  improvements.  In  truth,  the  power  vested  ia  Con- 
gress by  article  Ist,  section  8th  of  the  Constitution,  was  not 
designed  to  operate  upon  matters  like  those  embraoed  in  the 
statute  of  the  State  of  Maine,  and  which  are  essentially  local 
in  their  nature  and  extent.  The  design  and  object  of  that 
power,  as  evinced  in  the  history  of  the  Constitution,  was  to 
establish  a  perfect  equality  amongst  the  several  States  as  to 
commercial  rights,  and  to  prevent  unjust  and  invidious  dis- 
tinctions, which  local  jealousies  or  local  and  partial  interests 
might  be  disposed  to  introduce  and  maintain.  These  were 
the  views  pressed  upon  the  public  attention  by  the  advocates 
for  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  and  in  accordance  there- 
with have  been  the  expositions  of  this  instrument  propounded 
by  this  court,  in  decisions  quoted  by  counsel  on  either  side  of 
,c-r-,  this  cause,  though  differently  applied  by  them.  *V%de 
J  The  Federalist,  Nos,  7  and  11,  and  the  cases  of  Oibhons 
V.  Og<ien,9  Wheat.,  1;  New  York  v.  Milne,  11  Pet.,  102; 
Brown  v.  The  State  of  Maryland,  12  Wheat.,  419;  and  the 
License  cases  in  5  How.,  504. 

The  fact  of  procuring  from  the  collector  of  the  port  of 
Bangor  a  license  to  prosecute  the  coasting  trade  for  the  boat 
placed  upon  the  Penobscot  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  (the 
Governor  Dana,)  does  not  affect,  in  the  slightest  degree,  the 
rights  or  condition  of  the  parties.  These  remain  precisely 
as  they  would  have  stood  had  no  such  license  been  obtained. 
A  license  to  prosecute  the  coasting  trade,  is  a  warrant  to 
traverse  the  waters  washing  or  bounding  the  coasts  of  the 
United  States.  Such  a  license  conveys  no  privilege  to  use, 
free  of  tolls,  or  of  any  condition  whatsoever,  the  canals  oon- 
stnicted  by  a  State,  or  the  watercourses  partaking  of  the 
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character  of  canals  exclusively  within  the  interior  of  a  State, 
and  made  practicable  for  navigation  by  the  funds  of  the  State, 
or  by  privileges  she  may  have  conferred  for  the  accomplish- 
ment of  the  same  end.  The  attempt  to  use  a  coasting  license 
for  a  purpose  like  this,  is,  in  the  first  place,  a  departure  from 
the  obvious  meaning  of  the  document  itself,  and  an  abuse 
wholly  beyond  the  object  and  the  power  of  ihe  government 
in  granting  it. 

Upon  the  whole  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  decision  of 
the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  the  State  of  Maine  ia  in  accor- 
dance with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  ought 
to  be,  and  is  hereby,  affirmed. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  the  State  of  Maine, 
and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  consideration  whereof,  it  ia 
now  hei-e  ordered  and  adjudged  by  this  court,  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  said  Supreme  Judicial  Court  in  this  cause  be* 
and  the  same  ia  hereby,  affirmed  with  oosta. 


Ueiah   a.   Boyben,  Platntiff  in  ebrok,  v.   Edmund 

BtTRKE. 

A  public  officer  whoae  dutj  ft  ii,  by  Isw,  to  furnish  copiet  of  recordt  ia  hii 
office,  upon  demand,  is  iiul  liable  in  damaKes  tor  refusing  compliance  where 
tfiG  demand  i«  ac-ouinpHtiitd  by  ineultiiiK  laiiguat;!.- ;  but  a  lubsequent  legal 
demand  cinnol  be  refuged  by  reason  of  sutli  prior  misconiluct. 

Where  an  action  was  brought  againit  the  Conimiuioner  of  Patents  for  refus- 
ing (0  give  copies  of  papers  in  his  office,  and  nu  special  damage  was  set  out 
in  the  declaration,  evidence  uf  the  profcBsional  purauiti  of  the  applicant 
was  not  admissible. 

Where  the  application  was  made  through  a  third  person,  letters  of  both  partie* 
to  this  third  person  were  admissible  in  evidence,  M  part  of  the  rei  gala. 

'Patents  are  public  n^corde,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Commissioner  to  ^ 
give  authentitated  copii's  to  any  person,  on  payment  of  the  legal  ^ 

But  the  party  entitled  to  such  services  must  request  their  performance  In  a 
proper  manner,  and  not  accompany  his  demand  with  insult  or  abuse. 

Hence,  tlie  Commissioner  could  not  be  held  responsible  for  refusing  to  comply 
with  a  demand  couched  in  such  language. 

But  when  a  second  application  was  made.  Id  s  proper  manlier,  the  Commli- 
sioncr  ought  lo  have  complied  witli  it. 

This  case  was  brought  up  by  writ  of  error  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
holden  in  and  for  the  county  of  Washington. 
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Bojden  was  a  citizen  of  Mnssachusetts,  and  Burke  was 
Commissioiiei'  of  Patents  at  the  time  when  the  transactions 
took  place  which  were  the  subject  of  the  suit. 

The  ground  of  the  action  was,  that  Burke  wilfully,  mali- 
ciously, and  corruptly,  and  with  intent  to  injure  Boyden,  had 
refused  to  give  copies  of  certain  patents. 

The  bills  of  exceptions  referred  to  certain  letteis,  which  will 
he  mentioned  chronologically. 

On  the  14th  December,  1847,  Boyden  wrote  a  long  letter 
to  Burke,  too  long  to  be  inserted.  The  following  extract 
from  it  will  be  siifncient : 

"  If,  ill  your  letter  of  August  10,  1847,  you  mean  by  the 
*ofGce  'yourself,  or  the  author  of  the  letters  which  I  have  re- 
ceived from  you,  you  prescribe  two  conditions  in  said  letter 
which  are  inconsistent,  viz.,  that  my  letters  to  you,  or  to  the 
author  of  those  letters  subscribed  by  you,  should  be  both  re- 
spectful and  proper.  It  is  improper  to  treat  a  person  respect- 
fully while  it  is  known  that  he  is  unworthy  of  respect ;  there- 
fore, it  is  impossible  to  comply  with  your  prescriptions.  The 
claim  of  unworthy  office-holdei-s  to  have  iieople,  as  they  say, 
respect  the  ofBces  they  hold,  while  it  is  known  that  the  in- 
cumbents are  unworthy  of  respect,  is  absurd.  Do  you  mean, 
when  you  urge  people  to  respect '  the  oEBce,'  to  have  them 
respect  you  merely  because  you  hold  the  office,  while  it  is 
known  that  you  are  unworthy  of  respect?  This  is  a  free 
country! "  &c.,  &c. 

On  the  same  day  Mr.  Boyden  wrote  to  Mr.  Greenougb,  in 
Washington,  as  follows : 

BoHTON,  Mass.,  December  14, 1847. 
Sib, — Your  letter  of  the  23d  ult.  was  duly  received.  I 
wrote  to  Mr.  Burke  to-day,  criticizing  his  conduct,  and  in- 
forming him  that  I  wish  him  to  deliver  to  you  a  certified  copy 
of  each  of  the  following  patents,  including  drawings,  specin- 
cations,  and  claims,  or  of  all  of  them  which  are  recorded  in 
the  Patent-OfTice :  George  W.  Henderson  and  Jolm  E.  Cay- 
ford's  patent,  dated  April  14,  18S0,  Charles  Kenzie's  patent, 
dated  July  1,  1886,  and  J.  K.  Millard's  patent,  dated  May  9, 
1846. 

*STT1       *^ou  will   oblige  by  tendering  the  fees  for  those 
-'  copies  if  he  declines  furnishing  them ;  aud  if  you  ob- 
tain them,  I  wish  you  to  send  them  by  mail  to  me  at  Boston. 
RespeotfuJly, 
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Mr.  Greenough,  accordiDglj,  called  upon  Mr.  Burke,  wbo 
declined  to  cause  the  copies  to  be  prepared  for  him,  as  tbe 
went  of  Mr.  Bojdeti,  and  addressed  to  Mr.  Greenough  an  ex- 
pTaiiatory  letter,  from  which  the  following  is  an  extract : 

"  Of  these  reasons,  for  declining  to  cause  the  copies  to  be 
made  for  him,  which  you  requested,  you  were  duly  apprised, 
And  ;ou  were  also  informed,  as  Mr.  Boyden  himself  has  been 
informed,  that,  until  he  comes  to  the  conclusion  to  treat  this 
office  with  the  civility  which  the  customs  and  rules  of  official 
intercourse  require,  this  office  will  have  no  intercourse  with 
him;  directly  or  tlirough  the  agency  of  others.  When  he  con- 
cludes to  conduct  his  intercourse  with  this  office  with  decency 
and  propriety,  his  busineea  will  be  attended  to." 

On  the  20th  of  January,  1848,  Mr.  Burke  made  the  follow- 
ing memorandum,  which  he  handed  to  Mr.  Laskey,  who  had 
Cttlled  for  the  same  papers : 

Patent-Opfioe,  January  20, 1848. 
Mr.  R.  H.  Lasbey,  as  the  i^ent  of  Uriah  A.  Boyden,  calls 
for  the  following  copies  of  patents,  including  drawings,  speci- 
ficatioiis,  and  claims,  or  of  all  of  them,  which  are  recorded  in 
the  Patent-Office,  viz.,  George  W.  Henderson  and  John  E. 
Cayford's   patent,  dated  April  14,  1880;   Charles   Kenzie'a 

Stent,  dated  July  1,  1846 ;  and  J.  K.  Millard's  patent,  dated 
ay  9,  1846;  for  which  he  offers  to  pay  the  usual  fees  re- 
quired by  law  for  copies. 

I  hereby  refuse  to  give  him  the  copies  called  for  for  Mr. 
Boyden,  or  to  transact  any  other  business  for  Mr.  Boyden 
with  Mr.  Laslcey.  1  do  not  refuse  copies  of  any  patents  or 
other  papers  which  Mr.  Laskey  requires  for  himself  or  for  any 
other  person,  except  Mr.  Boyden.  I  refuse  to  do  any  business 
for  Mr.  Boyden,  whether  he  applies  for  the  same  personally 
or  by  agent,  until  he  comes  to  the  conclusion  to  observe,  ia 
his  communications  with  this  office,  or  its  official  head,  the 
proprieties  usually  observed  in  official  intercourse.  When  he 
comes  to  the  conclusion  to  address  this  office,  or  it«  head  in 
respectful  langui^e,  any  business  which  he  may  have  with  it 
will  be  done  as  it  is  done  for  other  persons,  whether  be  ap- 
plies in  person  or  by  ^eat. 

Edmund  Bubks. 

Mr.  Boyden  soon  afterwards  brought  this  action  againat 
Buike,  as  above  stated. 

■  "On  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  plaintifTs  counsel  rt.c'to 
took  four  bills  of  exceptions ;  the  first  three  of  which  '■ 
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related  to  evidence,  and  the  fourth  an  exception  to  a  general 
instruction,  tliat  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recovet. 
They  were  as  foUowa: 

First  Exception. 

Oq  the  trial  of  the  issue  in  this  cause,  the  plaiutiff,  to  main- 
tain the  issue  uu  his  [uirt  joined,  offered  to  give  evideuce 
tending  to  show  that  he  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
residing  in  Boston,  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts;  that  he  is 
a  civil  engineer  and  machinist,  and  as  such  was.  in  the  month 
of  January,  1848,  engaged  in  making  improvement  in  "  Tur- 
bines "  and  "  water-wheels  " ;  that  this  fact  was  known  to  the 
defendant;  that  the  defendant  was  at  the  same  time  Commis- 
sioner of  Patents ;  that  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  see  what 
machinery  having  in  view  the  same  purpose,  had  been  there- 
tofore patented,  as  well  to  guard  himself  against  any  suit  by 
such  previous  patentees,  for  any  alleged  infringement  of  their 
said  patents,  as  also  to  avoid  any  infringement  thereof,  and 
to  save  himself  time,  labor,  and  expense,  required  copies  of 
certain  patents  then  of  record  in  the  Patent-Office,  and  which 
had  been  theretofore  issued  to  the  persons  mentioned  in  the 
memorandum  of  January  20th ;  tha^  on  the  20th  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1848,  the  said  plaintiff  applied  to  the  said  defendant,  as 
Commissioner  of  Patents,  as  aforesaid,  for  copies  of  the  said 
patents,  and  tendered  himself  ready,  and  "  offered  to  pay  the 
usual  fees  required  by  law  for  copies,"  and  the  defendant 
thereupon,  as  Commissioner,  as  aforesaid,  answered  the  said 
application  in  writing,  as  follows. 

To  all  which  evidence,  so  as  aforesaid  offered  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  to  every  part  thereof,  except  the  said  memorandum 
last  above  mentioned,  the  defendant  by  his  counsel  objects, 
as  inadmissible  upon  the  issue  joined,  and  the  court  refused 
to  permit  the  said  evidence,  so  objected  to,  to  be  given ;  and 
thereupon,  the  plaintiff,  by  his  counsel,  excepts  thereto. 

Second  Exception. 
The  plaintiff  then  read  in  evidence,  without  objection,  the 
memorandum  made  by  the  defendant,  dated  20th  Januarj', 
1848,  and  then  gave  evidence  tending  to  show  that,  on  or 
about  the  22d  day  of  December,  1847,  J.  J.  Greenough,  by 
authority  of  the  plaintiff,  called  at  the  Pat€nt-Of!ice  to  obtain 
foi  him  copies  of  three  several  patents,  which  had  theretofore 
l)een  issued  by  8«d  office  for  "Turbines "or  "water-wheels"; 
that  he  was  referred  by  the  clerk,  to  whom  he  applied,  to  the  ' 
defendant,  and  informed  defendant,  that  he  had  been  re- 
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quested  by  the  •|)]Liiiitiff  to  obtain  for  him  copies  of  rwr^q 
those  patents,  and  defendant  refused,  sityiiig  he  would  ^ 
not  have  any  thing  to  do  with  Mr.  Boyden,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, or  words  to  tlmt  effect ;  and,  upon  his  cross-examina- 
tion, witness  stated,  that  he  asked  Mr.  Burke  to  give  him  in 
writing  his  reasons  for  so  refusing,  which  he  then  and  there 
promised  to  do  ;  and  some  days  after  the  witness  received  a 
letter  from  the  defendant  containing  those  reHsons,  which 
letter  he  had  tmnsmitted  to  the  plaintiff;  and  then,  upon 
croBS-examination,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  called  upoit 
the  plaintiff  to  produce  said  letter,  and  the  plaintiff,  admitting 
he  had  said  letter  then  in  court,  refuses  to  produce  the  same, 
on  the  ground  that  the  said  letter,  if  produced,  would  not  be 
evidence ;  hut  the  court,  oven-uling  the  objection  of  the  de- 
fendant, ordered  the  same  to  be  produced,  and  thereupon  the 
said  letter  was  produced  by  the  plaintiff;  and  the  defendant, 
by  his  counsel,  offers  to  read  tlie  same  in  evidence,  and  the 
plaintiff,  by  his  counsel,  objects  thereto,  but  the  court  permits 
the  same  to  be  read  in  evidence,  and  it  is  read  accordingly,  as 
follows;  and  the  plaintiff,  by  his  counsel,  excepts  thereto, 
&c.,  &o. 

Third  Exception. 

And  here  the  plaintiff  rested;  and  thereupon  the  defend- 
ant offered  to  read,  in  evidence,  a  letter  addressed  to  him  by 
the  plaintiff,  dated  14th  December,  1847,  and  also  a  letter 
from  plaintiff  to  J.  J.  Greenough,  which  it  is  admitted  ia  the 
same  letter  referred  to  in  the  testimony  of  said  Greenough, 
as  containing  the  authority  under  whicli  he  applied  for  the 
copies  of  patents,  as  testified  by  him  in  his  examination  by 
the  plaintiff,  wliicli  letter  bears  date  the  14th  December,  1847, 
to  the  Hdmisstbility  of  which  said  letters,  or  either  of  them,  as 
evidence  in  this  cause,  the  plaintiff,  by  bis  counsel,  objects, 
and  the  court  overrules  the  said  objection,  and  permits  both 
of  said  letters  to  be  i  end  in  evidence ;  and  the  handwriting  of 
the  plaintiff  thereto  being  admitted,  the  xame  are  read  accord- 
ingly, and  the  plaintiff,  by  his  counsel,  excepts  thereto,  &c., 
&c. 

Fourth  Exception. 

And  thereupon,  and  upon  the  whole  evidence  aforesaid,  the 
defendant  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  iuiy  that  upon 
the  evidence  aforesaid,  if  the  same  is  believed  by  the  jury,  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action;  which  in- 
struction the  court  gave,  and  the  plaintiff,  by  his  counsel, 
excepts  thereto,  &c.,  &c. 
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Upon  these  exceptions,  the  case  came  up  to  this  court,  ami 
was  argued  by  Mr.  Bradley,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
Mr.  Coxe,  for  the  Uefendaut  iu  eri-or. 

^eaei-]      *Mr.  Bradley  contended  that  the    Circuit  Court 
-I  erred  iu  each  one  of  the  above  rulings. 
FirBt.  The  defendant  was,  by  law,  bound  to  give  the  copies 
asked  for,  if  they  could  be  made  cuusisteutly  with  the  public 
interest. 

1.  The  Patent  Office  is  for  certain  purposes  an  office  of 
public  record,  in  like  manner  as  the  office  in  which  the  titles 
to  real  property  are  recorded  : 

From  the  very  name ;  the  object ;  the  nature  of  the  contract 
between  tlie  government  and  the  patentee;  the  effect  of  the 
granting  the  patent  as  to  the  right  granted ;  and  the  notice 
implied;  the  manner  in  which  the  title  is  secured,  and  by 
which  a  right  under  it  is  to  be  transferred ;  the  neces^ty  to 
prevent  litigation ;  to  prevent  conflicts ;  to  avoid  the  expendi- 
ture of  time  and  money. 

2.  For  like  reasons,  if  no  provision  were  made  by  law  for 
copies,  still  the  keepers  of  those  records  should  be  bound  to 
give  them. 

3.  The  original  statute,  and  each  successive  one,  made  pro- 
vision for  Buch  copies.  Act  10th  April,  1T90,  1  Stat,  at  L., 
109,  §  1,  2,  3  ;  Act  Slst  February,  1793,  Id.,  318,  §  1,  4, 11 ; 
Act  4th  July,  1836,  5  Stat,  at  L.,  118,  §  4.  5,  11 ;  Act  3d 
March,  1837,  Id.,  191,  §  1,  2,  12 ;  Act  8d  Mai-ch,  1839,  Id., 
363,  §  2,  8  ;  Act  29th  August,  1842,  Id.,  542,  §  2,  6. 

The  law,  in  terms,  provides  copies  in  cases  in  which  th^ 
are  to  be  used  as  evidence,  and  makes  them  evidence.  It 
does  not  atop  here,  but  directs  copies  of  the  records,  drawing, 
and  other  papers  deposited  in  the  office,  to  be  given  to  auy 
persons  making  application  for  tbem,  on  their  paying  certain 
fees  therefor. 

It  requires  a  record  of  the  dum,  specification,  drawings, 
the  patent  therefor,  and  the  assiginnent  tliereof.  It  imposes 
heavy  penalties  upon  an  infringement  of  the  patent,  and  makes 
these  records  notice  of  the  [larticulars  of  tlie  right  granted. 

Its  design,  in  authorizing  copies  to  every  person  applying 
for  thein,  is  obvious  ;  that  is,  protection  against  the  danger  of 
incurring  these  penalties.  The  reason  for  requiring  copies  in 
such  cases,  is  obviously  the  same  as  that  which  requires  them 
to  be  given  in  cases  of  contest.  Prevention  is  often  better 
redress 

Second.  The  duty  was  purely  ministerial,  involving  no  dis- 
cretion ;  and  it  will  be  further  contended — 
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1.  The  general  proposition,  that,  for  a  refusal  by  a  public 
officer  to  do  a  mere  ministerial  Iict,  to  the  injury  of  another's 
right,  an  action  will  lie. 

2.  The  iiijuty  is  to  be  compensated  in  damagee,  and  if  the 
officer  has  act&d  in  good  faith,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the 
'actual  injury  sustained;  if  he  has  acted  wilfully,  racoi 
iiialiciouBly,  corruptly,  or  by  color  of  his  oflGce,  with  '■ 
intent  to  injure,  the  party  injured  will  be  entitled  to  recover 
such  damages  as  the  juiy  may  see  fit  to  give. 

As  to  the  first  branch  of  this  second  point,  Tracj/  ^  Bal- 
lettier  v.  Swartwout,  10  Pet.,  80 ;  9  How.,  259. 

As  to  the  second  branch,  Hvahle  v.  Money,  2  Wils,,  205 ; 
Beardmore  v.  Carrington,  Id.,  244;  Dingman  v.  Wilkei^  12 
How.,  401^06;  Day  v.  Woodworth,  18  How.,  371. 

Third.  Evidence  is  admissible,  in  this  last  case,  to  show 
that  the  officer  knew  the  nature  of  the  injury  he  was  inflict- 
ing, and  therefore  it  was  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  give 
in  evidence  the  facts  stated  in  plaintiff's  bill  of  exceptions, 
not  as  indicating  a  measure  of  damages,  but  to  give  the  jury 
some  knowledge  of  the  nature,  character,  and  degree  of  the 
injury,  as  a  guide  in  forming  an  estimate  of  the  extent  to 
which  they  might  rightfully  go  in  inflicting  punitive  as  well 
as  compensatory  dami^es.  Mareat  v.  Harvey,  5  Taunt.,  442 ; 
Woert  V.  Jenkins,  14  Johns.  (N.  Y.\  352 ;  WhippU  v.  Walpole, 
10  N.  H.,  130;  Wall.,  Jr.,  164  ;  ana  cases  under  second  point. 

Fourth.  The  letter  written  by  the  defendant  to  Mr.  Green- 
ough,  set  out  in  the  2d  bill  of  exceptions,  was  not  evidence 
for  any  purpose. 

1.  Mr.  Greenough  had  no  authority  to  require  it. 

2.  It  was  but  an  amplification  of  bis  first  refusal,  and  not 
explanatory  of  it. 

8.  It  was  the  party's  own  letter,  offered  in  evidence  by  him- 
self, not  originally  called  for  by  plaintiff,  and  not  in  any  man- 
ner admitted  or  acquiesced  in  by  him.  Farlie  v.  Denton,  8 
Car.  &  P.,  103  ;  14  E.  C.  L.,  227,  228 ;  Healey  v.  Thatcher,  8 
Car.  &  P.,  388  ;  34  E.  C.  L.,  442 :  Wliitford  v.  Buckmeyer  rf- 
AdamB,  1  Gill  (Md.),  127,  140;  Van  Suren  v.  Digget,  11 
How.,  461,  477 ;  Totvle  v.  StevenBon,  1  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  Gas., 
112 ;  Champlin  v.  Tilley,  3  Day  (Conn.),  306  ;  Antoine  v.  Coit, 
2  Hall  (N.Y.),  40,  46,  47. 

Fifth.  The  letter  to  the  defendant,  set  out  in  the  8d  bill  of 
Qxceptious,  was  not  evidence  for  the  defendant  for  any  pur- 
pose. The  letter  from  the  plaintiff  to  Mr.  Greenough  was 
admissible  to  show  his  authority  from  the  plaintiff,  and  shows 
conclusively  that  he  had  no  authority  to  ask  for  or  to  receive 
defendant's  writteu  statement,  set  out  in  the  2d  exception. 
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But  the  letter  written  by  plaintifF  to  defendant,  on  the  14tli 
December,  1847,  was  not  evidence  in  luiti^tiou  of  his  refusal 
on  the  22d  December,  1847,  or  on  the  2d  January,  1848 ;  and 
it  could  have  been  admissible  for  no  other  purpoue. 

That  letter  would  have  reached  here  on  the  18th  Decem- 
,EQ2i  ber,  *1847,  at  furthest,  by  due  course  of  mail,  and  the 
J  defendant  had  abundant  time  to  get  cool  before  the 
22d  of  that  month. 

The  refusals  were  both  given  deliberately,  wilfully,  with 
the  intent  to  punish,  that  is,  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
malice  is  so  much  the  greater. 

Mr.  Ooxe,  for  the  defendant  in  error,  made  the  following 
points: 

1.  That  the  Circuit  Court  ruled  according  to  law  on  all  the 
points  raised  in  the  bills  of  exception. 

2.  That  the  action  is  founded  upon  a  misconception  of  the 
4th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  4th,  1836. 

3.  That  if  the  plaiutifFs  case  is  embraced  by  that  section, 
the  evidence  in  the  record  furnishes  a  complete  justification 
of  the  acts  of  defendant. 

4.  That  the  declaration  sets  forth  no  legal  cause  of  action. 

Mr.  Justice  GRIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  bills  of  exception,  taken  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  rejec- 
tion and  admission  of  testimony  on  the  trial,  have  not  been 
supported. 

The  declaration  charges,  that  the  defendant,  Burke,  was 
Commissioner  of  Patents,  and  as  such  was  bound  to  grant  to 
applicants  therefor,  copies  of  patents,  &c.,  on  payment  of  fees. 
That  the  plaintiff  tendered  the  customary  fees  and  demanded 
copies  of  certain  patents,  which  defendant  refused  to  give 
him,  to  the  damaee  of  plaintiff,  «10,000,  &c. 

As  no  special  damage  is  alleged,  tlie  court  very  properly, 
refuse  to  receive  evidence  tending  to  prove  it, 

A  demand  for  certian  copies  was  made  through  the  agency 
of  Mr.  Greenough,  but  accompanied  with  a  letter  from  plain- 
tiff to  defendant,  requesting  him  to  deliver  the  copies  to  Mr, 
Greenough.  This  letter,  with  the  answer  of  defendant 
thereto,  was  properly  received  as  part  of  the  re»  geftee,  or  as 
a  conversation  between  the  parties,  reduced  to  writing, 

A  bill  of  exceptions  was  also  taken  to  the  charge  of  the 
court,  who  instructed  the  jury,  "that,  upon  the  evidence  be- 
fore them,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover," 

As  the  plaintiff  had  shown  a  demand  of  the  copies,  with 
tender  of  fees,  and  a  refusal  of  defendant,  be  had  made  out 
622 


DECEMBER   TEBM,    1852. 


Boyden  i:  Ilurke 


his  case  as  laid  in  his  declaration,  and  was  entitled  to  a  ver- 
dict for  nominal  dainages,  unless  hy  law  he  was  not  entitled 
to  demand  such  eojiies,  or  defendant  had  shown  a  sufEioient 
excuse  for  refusing  them.  Patents  are  public  records.  All 
persons  are  bound  to  take  notice  of  their  contents,  and  con- 
sequently should  have  a  right  to  obtain  copies  of  them.  The 
patent  law  of  1836,  §  4,  enacts  that  "any  person  making 
application  therefur  may  "have  certified  copies,"  &c.  rscos 
These  records  being  in  the  care  and  custody  of  the  '- 
Commissioner  of  Patents,  it  is  his  duty  to  give  authenticated 
copies  to  any  j)erson  who  shall  demand  the  same,  as  soon  as 
he  conveniently  can,  on  payment  of  the  legal  fees.  Where 
there  is  a  right  on  the  one  side,  and  a  coiTesponding  duty 
imposed  on  the  other,  a  refusal  to  perform  such  duty,  on  the 
reasonable  request  of  the  party  entitled  to  demand  it,  will 
subject  the  ofiicer  to  an  action.  But  the  party  entitled  to 
such  Hervices  must  request  it  in  a  proper  manner.  He  has  no 
right  to  accompany  his  demand  with  personal  insult,  or  vulgar 
abuse  of  the  ofticer.  Those  to  whom  the  people  have  com- 
mitted high  trusts,  are  entitled  at  least  to  common  courtesy, 
and  are  not  bound  to  submit  to  the  insolence  or  ill  temper  of 
those  who  disregard  the  decencies  of  social  intercourse.  A 
demand,  accompanied  with  rudeness  and  insult,  is  not  a  legal 
demand.  The  letter,  accompanying  the  plaintiff's  demand  in 
this  case,  was  taunting,  insulting,  and  libellous,  indicating  a 
want  of  taste  and  temper.  And  if  the  case  had  rested  here, 
we  could  have  found  no  fault  with  the  instruction  of  the 
court.  But  the  plaintiff  showed  another  demand,  some  two 
weeks  after  the  first,  by  his  ^ent,  which  was  made  in  a 
proper  manner,  and  unaccompanied  with  any  insulting  mis* 
sive.  The  defendant  was  not  justified  in  refusing  this  de- 
mand on  account  of  the  former  misconduct  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
to  enforce  an  apology  by  withholding  his  rights.  Ill  manners 
or  bad  temper  do  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  men's  civil  rights. 
While  the  want  of  an  apology  for  his  previous  rudeness  and 
insult  might  well  justify  the  defendant  in  refusing  all  social 
intercourse  with  the  plaintiff,  3'et  it  could  not  release  him 
fi'om  the  obligations  imposed  upon  him  by  his  official  station, 
or  entitle  him  to  disregard  the  rights  guaranteed  to  the  plain- 
tiff  by  the  laws  of  the  land. 

The  court  below  erred,  therefore,  in  not  instructing  the 
jury,  that  if  they  believed  the  testimony,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict  for  nominal  damages. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  aad  a  venire  de  novo  awarded. 
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This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  tianacript  of  tba 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Columbia,  holden  in  aud  for  the  county  of  Wash- 
ington, and  was  argued  by  cuuuael.  On  consideration  where- 
of, it  is  now  here  ordered  aud  adjudged,  by  this  court,  that 
the  judgment  of  the  Baid  Circuit  Court,  in  this  cause  be, 
and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed  with  coste ;  aud  that  this 
cause  be,  aud  the  same  is  hereby,  remanded  to  the  said  Cir- 
cuit Court,  with  directions  to  award  a  venire  fadM  de  novo. 


*Sft41  "W'lLLiAM  F.  Walkir  and  Samtjbl  M.  Pdokbtt, 
J      Appellamts,  v.  George  S.  Robbins,  Llotd  W. 
Wells,  Abuah  Fisheb,  and  Robebt  H.  MoCurdt. 

A  bill  in  chsnccry  will  not  lie  for  the  pnrpoie  of  perpetually  enjoining  a.  judg- 
ment, upon  the  ground  th&t  there  wm  •  false  return  in  KTving  procesi  upon 
one  of  the  defendant*.  KedreiB  mint  be  lought  in  t^e  uourt  which  gttTe 
the  judgment,  or  in  an  action  against  the  marshal. 

Horeorer,  the  defendant  in  this  ca«e,  by  hi<  actions,  waived  all  benefit  which 
he  might  hare  derived  from  the  false  return  ;  and  no  defence  was  made  on 
the  trist  at  law,  impeaching  the  correctaess  of  the  cause  of  action  sued  on, 
and  in  such  a  case,  resort  cannot  be  had  to  equity  to  supply  the  omisNon.' 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 

States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Mississippi,  sitting  as  a 

Court  of  Equity. 
The  facts  in  the  case  are  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of  the 

court- 
It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Freeman,  for  the  appellants,  and  Mr, 

Crittenden,  (Attorney-General,)  for  the  appellees. 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

William  F.  Walker,  Samuel  M.  Puckett,  and  John  Lang, 
filed  their  bill  i^ainst  Robbiiia  and  others,  praying  a  perpet- 
ual injunction  gainst  a  judgment  at  law  recovered  in  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  Mississippi  District,  alleging,  among 
other  grounds  of  relief,  that  William  F.  Walker,  one  of  the 

>  ClTiD.      Haidrictian  r.  Hinrkleg. 
17   How..  445;    Crim   r.   Unndtei.   4 
Otto,  65B;  Brown  y.  Conntg  of  Bueaa     How.,  201. 
Vita,  6  Id.,  161 ;  Embrg  v.  Palnur,  IT 
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complainants,  was  not  served  with  notice  to  appear  and  de- 
fend the  Biiit  at  iaw. 

The  deputy  marshal  returned  the  original  writ,  "Executed 
on  William  F.  Walker,  6th  of  April,  1840,  personally."  More 
than  ten  yeant  afterwards  the  deposition  of  the  deputy  (Cook) 
was  taken  in  Texas,  when  he  testified  that  his  return  was 
false ;  that  he  did  not  notify  Walker,  but  indorsed  the  writ 
executed,  intending  to  execute  it  after  the  indorsement  was 
made,  and  therefore  he  let  it  stand,  although  be  never  did 
notify  Walker. 

Assuming  the  fact  to  be  that  Walker  was  not  served  with 
process,  and  that  the  marshal's  return  is  false,  can  the  bill,  in 
this  event,  be  maintained?  The  respondents  did  no  act  that 
can  connect  them  with  the  false  return ;  it  was  the  sole  aet 
of  the  marshal,  through  his  deputy,  for  wliich  he  was  respon- 
sible to  the  complainant,  Walker,  for  any  damages  that  were 
sustained  by  him  in  consequence  of  the  false  return.  This  is 
free  from  controversy  ;  still  the  marshal's  responsibility  does 
not  settle  the  question  made  by  the  bill,  which  is,  in  general 
terms,  whether  a  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  regulate 
proceedings,  and  to  afford  relief  at  law,  where  there  has  been 
abuse,  in  the  various  details  arising  on  execution  of  process, 
original,  "mesne,  and  final.  If  a  court  of  chancery  can  r«ccE 
be  called  on  to  correct  one  abuse,  so  it  may  be  to  cor-  '- 
rect  another ;  and  in  effect,  to  vacate  judgments,  where  the 
tribunal  rendering  the  same  would  refuse  relief,  either  on 
motion,  or  on  a  proceeding  by  audita  querela,  where  this 
mode  of  redress  is  in  use. 

In  cases  of  false  returns  affecting  the  defendant,  where  the 
plaintiff  at  law  is  not  in  fault,  redress  can  only  be  had  in  the 
court  of  law  where  the  record  was  made,  and  if  relief  cannot 
be  had  there,  the  party  injured  must  seek  hia  remedy  against 
the  marshal. 

We  are  of  the  opinion,  however,  that  the  return  was  not 
false;  but  if  it  was,  that  Walker  waived  the  want  of  notice 
by  pleading  to  the  action.  The  suit  was  i^aiust  Walker, 
Puckett  and  Lang.  The  latter  employed  David  Shelton  as 
his  attorney  to  defend  the  suit.  Lang  told  Slielton  to  put  in 
pleas  for  all  the  defendants  who  had  been  served  witli  pro- 
cess. Upon  examination,  Shelton  found  that  process  had 
been  served  on  Walker,  Lang,  and  Puckett,  and  he  put  in  a 
joint  plea  for  them.  Afterwards,  Shelton,  the  attorney,  met 
both  Walker  and  Lang  in  Jackson,  where  the  court  sat,  and 
sjwke  to  them  in  each  other's  presence,  about  the  defence  of 
the  case;  and  a  conversation  was  hehi  with  them,  in  which 
they  promised  Mr.  Shelton  that  another  attorney,  William 
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Seiger,  should  be  associated  with  him  in  defending  the  suit. 
The  questions  likely  to  arise  in  the  case  were  stated  by  Lang 
and  Walker,  and  they  were  especially  anxious  to  know  from 
Shelton  whether  Mr.  Shields,  the  principal  to  the  note  sued 
on,  would  be  competent  as  a  witness  on  their  behalf.  The 
cause  was  tried  at  a  subsequent  term,  on  the  issue  made  by 
the  plea  put  in  by  Shelton,  and  a  verdict  and  judgment  ren- 
dered. 

No  defence  was  made  on  the  trial  at  law,  impeaching  the 
consideration  of  the  note  sued  on,  either  on  the  ground  that 
Green  had  not  delivered  the  bank-notes,  as  stipulated  by  him ; 
nor  on  the  ground  that  usury  entered  into  the  traiisactiou  be- 
oaose  the  notes  were  at  a  discount  of  from  forty  to  fifty  per 
cent.  Neither  waa  any  proof  introduced  on  the  hearing  of 
this  chancery  suit  in  the  Circuit  Court,  tending  to  show  that 
Green  failed  to  deliver  the  bank-notes,  although  the  respond- 
ents put  the  fact  in  issue ;  and  as  the  face  of  the  note  im- 
ported a  consideration,  no  further  evidence  to  sustain  it  was 
required  from  the  respondents. 

They  admit  that  the  bank-notes  were  at  the  rate  of  dis- 
count stated  in  the  bill,  but  inaisted  they  were  of  equal  value 
to  Shields  as  if  they  had  been  at  par;  and  this  the  bill  admits 
would  have  beeu  the  case,  had  Shields  received  them  accord- 
ing to  his  agreement  with  Green ;  and  there  being  no  proof 
*fi^1  ^  ^^^  contrary,  we  'must  assume  that  they  were  duly 
■•  received.  But  whether  they  were  duly  delivered  or 
not,  is  immaterial.  The  defendants  in  the  suit  at  law  had  an 
opportunity  to  make  their  defence  there,  and  having  failed  to 
make  it,  cannot  be  heard  in  a  Court  of  Equity.  By  way  of 
authority,  we  need  only  repeat,  as  the  settled  rule,  what  was 
adjudged  in  the  case  of  Creath  v.  Simt.,  (5  How.,  204,)  that 
whenever  a  competent  defence  shall  have  existed  at  law,  the 
party  who  may  have  neglected  to  use  it,  will  never  be  per- 
mitted to  supply  the  omission  and  set  it  up  by  bill  in  chancery. 

This  court  has  never  departed  from  the  foregoing  rule,  nor 
allowed  the  circuit  courts  to  depart  from  it  in  cases  brought 
here.  Nor  can  we  do  so  without  violating  the  sixteenth 
section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789,  in  its  true  sense.  Ap- 
parent aberratiouB  may  be  found,  but  they  are  only  apparent. 

We  order  that  the  decree  below  be  affirmed. 


This  cause  came  on  to  he  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record,  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  Stat^  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Mississippi,  and  was  argued  by  counsel. 
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On  cuDBideration  whereof,  it  is  iiow  hera  ordered,  adjudged, 
and  decreed  by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  the  said  Circuit 
Court  in  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed,  with 
costs. 


Hekrt  D.  Huff,  John   Bitllbn,  and   Sahdel   Hals, 
Plaintiffs  in  error,  v.  Champion  J.  Hutchinson, 

WHO    SUES    FOR    THE    UBS    OF    WiLLIAM    W.    HUBLBUT, 

Joseph  A.  Sweetzee,  Philip  Van  Valkenb0rgh,  and 
Georqe  S.  Phillips. 

.  Where  the  manhal  of  (he  Distrivt  of  Wisconsin  atuched  property  U  the  init  of 
crediton  in  New  York,  and  then  fcave  it  up  upon  the  execution  of  a  bond  to 
himielf,  for  the  twe  of  those  treditors,  it  wna  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
District  Court  of  tlie  L'nitetl  Slates  for  Wisconsin,  to  enlertain  a  Buit  by  the 
marshal,  suing  upon  the  bond  fur  (he  New  York  oredilort,  against  the  claim- 
ants in  Wisconsin,  stdiough  both  parties  reiidecl  in  the  same  State. 
The  name  of  tlie  niarslial  was  merely  formal ;  tlie  real  plaintifis  were  ^ verred 

to  be  citizens  of  New  York.> 
It  was  not  a  good  exception  upon  tlie  ground  of  variation  between  the  evi- 
dence and  declaration,  that  the  latter  stated  tlic  bond  la  have  been  given  to 
Hutchinson  as  marshal  of  tlie  Hiscrict  of  Wisconsin,  and  the  former  said  the 
State  of  Wisconsin.     They  mean  the  same  thing- 
Judgment  having  been  rendered  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  attachment,  by  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  over  the  suhjecl,  it  was  too  late  to  object  to 
those  proceedings  in  a  suit  upon  the  bond,  in  which  they  were  collaterally 
Introduced.' 
The  bond  given  to  the  marshal  was  in  conformity  with  the  statute. 
•The  objections,  that  the  declaration  on  the  bond  did  not  show  the  r.roj 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  the  attaehnient  suit;  that  the  verdict  whs  <■ 
entered  for  the  amount  due  instead  of  the  penalty  of  the  bond,  and  that  the 
recovery  was  for  a  turn  greater  than  was  claimed  by  the  ad  damnan  in  the 
declaration,  were  not  sufficient  for  a  new  trial. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Wis- 
consin. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Ckatfield,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  err<w, 
and  by  Mr.  Lee  and  Mr.  Seward,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

'  CiTKD.      Florida   V.    Georgia,   17        '  CiTBD.      Chrittnua  v.  Rattell,  6 

H0W..4W;  RiMv.  tfoNsfon,  13  Wall.,     Wall.,   305;     Lamp    CAimn«v   Co.   t. 

67.     Se«  nota  to  McNuU  t.  Bland,  2     Bran  fc  Co.,  1  Otto,  661 ;  AUnan  v.    . 

How.,  1.  royor,  101lll.,187i   Ckaffny.  Booptr 

M  Vt.,  61b. 
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This  case  is  brought  before  us  by  a  writ  of  error  from  the 
District  Court  for  the  District  of  Wisconsin. 

The  action  was  commenced  on  a  bond  given  by  the  plain* 
tiffs  in  error  to  Champion  J.  Hutchinson,  United  States 
Marshal,  for  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  and  his  successor  in 
office,  in  the  penal  sum  of  five  thousand  six  hundred  dollars, 
for  the  payment  of  any  judgment  within  sixty  days  after  its 
rendition,  in  a  suit  which  William  Hurlbut  and  others  had 
commenced  in  the  District  Court,  against  Huff,  by  attach- 
ment, and  in  which  a  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintifls, 
for  two  thousand  eight  hundred  and  eiglity-four  dollars  and 
forty-eight  cents,  and  costs.  To  the  declaration  the  defend- 
ants pleaded  in  abatement,  that  at  the  commencement  of  the 
suit.  Huff,  BuUen,  and  Hale,  were  citizens  of  the  State  of 
Wisconsin,  and  that  the  said  Champion  J.  Hutchinson  was 
also  a  citizen  of  the  same  State. 

To  thif)  plea  a  demurrer  was  filed ;  and  the  District  Court 
sustained  the  demurrer. 

The  declaration  stated  that  Hutchinson,  late  marshal,  sues 
for  the  use  of  WiSliam  W.  Hurlbut,  Joseph  A.  Sweetzer, 
Philip  Van  Valkenburgh,  and  George  S.  Phillips,  citizens  of 
the  State  of  New  York,  plaintiffs.  The  bond  was  given  to 
the  marshal  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  of  Wisconsin,  regulat- 
ing proceedings  against  debtors  by  attachment,  and  the  name 
of  Hutchinson  was  merely  format,  as  he  had  no  interest  in 
the  suit.  The  real  plaintiffs  were  those  named  in  the  declara- 
tion, for  whose  use  the  suit  wag  brought,  and  who  are  averred 
to  be  citizens  of  New  York. 

The  District  Court  did  not  err  in  sustaining  the  demurrer. 
In  McNutt  V.  Bland  ^  Humphreyt,  (2  How.,  10,)  this  court 
held,  in  such  a  case,  the  Circuit  Court  had  jurisdiction. 

After  the  demurrer  waa  sustained,  the  defendants  filed  a 
plea  of  nil  debet. 

On  the  trial,  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  taken  t^  the  rulings 
of  the  court,  which  will  now  be  considered. 
.eoQ-i  *The  first  exception  was  to  the  introduction  of  the 
-I  bond  as  evidence,  because  it  varied  from  the  declara- 
tion. The  alleged  variance  consisted  in  this  :  The  declaration 
states  the  bond  to  huve  been  given  to  Hutchinson,  as  marshal 
of  the  District  of  Wisconsin,  and  in  the  bond  he  is  described 
as  the  marshal  for  the  State  of  Wisconsin.  As  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  is  the  same  in  fact  and  in  law,  as  the  District  of 
Wisconsin,  there  was  no  variance. 

Objection  was  made  to  the  introduction  of  the  writ  of 
attachment  in  evidence,  on  the  same  ground  of  variance  as 
above  stated  to  the  bond.     There  was  no  necessity  of  intro- 
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duciiig  this  evidence,  &s  the  condition  of  the  bond  referred  to 
the  judgment  to  be  obtained,  but  the  court  did  not  err  in  ad- 
mitting it. 

Other  objections  were  made  to  the  affidavit  on  which  the 
attachment  was  issued,  to  the  return  of  the  writ,  &c.  These 
objections  were  unsustainable.  The  court  had  jurisdictidn  of 
the  writ  by  attachment,  and  the  judgment  obtained  in  that 
case  was  collateral  to  a  suit  on  the  bond.  Objections,  there- 
fore, could  not  be  made  to  the  proceedings  iu  attachment, 
however  erroneous  they  might  be. 

In  the  ease  of  Voorheee  et  al.  v.  The  Bank  of  the  Uvtteii 
States,  (10  Pet.,  449,)  this  court  say,  "  So  long  as  this  judg- 
ment remains  in  force,  it  is  in  itself  evidence  of  the  right  of 
the  plaintiff  to  the  thing  adjudged,  and  gives  him  a  right  to 
process  to  execute  the  judgment.  The  errors  of  the  court, 
however  apparent,  can  be  examined  only  by  an  appellate 
power."  That  was  a  procedure  by  attachment,  and  tliere 
were  many  ermre  on  the  face  of  the  record,  which  would  have 
required  au  appellate  court  to  reverse  the  judgment ;  but  they 
could  nut  be  considered  when  the  record  of  the  judgment  waa 
introduced  collaterally. 

It  waa  objected  that  the  bond  did  not  purauo  the  statute. 
1.  That  it  should  have  been  in  double  the  amount  of  the 
goods  attached.  2.  That  the  bond  described  in  the  declara- 
tion is  in  the  penalty  of  $5,600,  to  pay  whatever  judgment 
should  be  obtained.  The  13th  section  of  the  statute,  which 
regulates  the  giving  of  tlie  bond,  provides  that  "  it  may  be  in 
a  penalty  of  double  the  amount  specified  in  the  affidavit,  an- 
nexed to  the  writ,  as  due  to  the  plaintiff,  conditioned  for  the 
payment  of  any  judgment  which  may  be  recovered  by  the 
plaintiff  in  tlie  suit  commenced  by  such  attachment,  within 
sixty  days  after  such  judgment  shall  be  rendered."  The  bond 
is  within  the  statute. 

The  bond  being  given  in  the  name  of  Hutchinson,  as  mar- 
shal, and  his  successor  in  office,  the  suit  is  well  brought  in 
the  name  of  HutchiuHon,  though  he  has  been  succeeded  in 
office  by  another.  The  name  of  the  obligee  being  used  as 
matter  of  form,  the  "action  may  be  brought  in  the  r*coQ 
name  of  the  late  marshal  or  his  successor.  '■ 

Several  grounds  were  taken  in  arrest  of  judgment. 

1.  Because  the  declaration  on  the  bond  does  not  show  that 
the  District  Court  had  jurisdiction  in  the  attachment  suit. 
Such  showing  was  iinnecessary,  as  that  court  had  general 
jurisdiction  of  such  cattes. 

2.  Because  the  verdict  is  informal,  in  being  entered  for  the 
amount  due,  when  it  should  have  been  for  the  penalty  of  the 
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bond.  This  is  a  mere  iufoiiiinlity,  iiiid  no  ground  for  arrest- 
ing the  judgment, 

3.  Because  the  recovery  is  tor  a  sum  greater  than  is 
clamed  by  the  ad  damnum  in  the  declai'ation.  The  action 
was  debt,  and  the  dauiages  laid  were  only  required  to  cover 
the  interest. 

There  was  no  error  in  the  District  Court  in  overruling  the 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is  affirmed. 


This  cause  came  on  to  be  lieard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Wisconsin,  and  was  ai'gued  by  counsel.  On  con- 
sideration whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered  and  adjudged  by 
this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  District  Court  in 
this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed,  with  costs, 
and  interest  until  the  same  is  paid,  at  the  same  rate  per  an- 
num that  similar  judgments  bear  in  the  courts  of  the  State  of 
Wisconsin. 


JOHK  G.  GrOBSBLB  AND  OTHERS,  APPELLANTS,  V.  JOSEPH  M. 
BiMELEU  AND  OtHBES. 

A  lonetj  c^led  Sepsratlsta,  emi^nt^d  from  Germany  to  the  United  Statet. 
They  were  yerj  poor,  >n<:  one  uf  tJieni,  in  1817,  purchriBed  land  in  Oliio,  for 
wliicii  he  K<'^^  his  l>i>n<],  and  took  the  title  to  himeetf.  AflcrwardB,  they 
adopted  two  L-nnstitution«,  one  in  1&I9,  and  one  in  1824,  which  they  ligned, 
and  in  1832  obtained  an  act  of  incorporation.  The  article!  of  a»oci*Idon, 
or  constitutioni  of  IHIS  and  1824,  contained  a  renunciation  of  individuai 
property. 

The  heirs  of  one  of  Che  member*  who  aigned  thete  condition*,  and  died  in 
1827,  cannot  maintain  a  bill  of  partition. 

From  1817  to  1819,  the  contract  between  the  members  and  the  person  who 
purchased  tlie  properly,  vested  in  parol,  and  was  deititnte  of  a  contideni- 
tion.     No  legal  rights  were  vested  in  the  members. 

The  ancestor  of  these  heirs  renounced  all  right  of  individual  property,  when 
be  signed  tlie  artictcs,  and  did  so  upon  the  consideration  that  the  society 
would  support  him  in  sickness  and  in  health;  and  this  was  deemed  by  him 
an  adequate  compensation  for  his  labor  and  properly,  contributed  to  the 

,iQ^.  'The  principles  of  the  association  were,  that  land  and  other  property 
^"^i       were  to  be  acquired  by  the  members,  but  Ihey  were  not  to  be  vested 

with  the  fee  of  the  land.     Hence,  at  the  death  of  one  of  them,  no  right  of 

property  descended  to  his  heirs. 
There  is  no  legal  objection  lo  such  a  partnership ;  nor  can  it  be  considered  a 

forfeiture  of  individual  rights  for  the  community  lo  incceed  lo  hia  aliare, 

because  it  was  a  matter  of  voluntary  contrs<'t. 
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Nor  do  the  nrtitlci  of  aMoctntion  conatilute  n  perpetuity.  The  iodety  eiiitt 
at  the  will  of  its  mcmbera,  n  mnjoril]'  of  whom  auiy  at  any  time  order  a  tale 
of  the  prupurty,  and  bruak  up  tlie  tuBoviation, 

The  evidetice  bIiuwb  iliat  ihey  arc  a  moral,  religions,  and  indiutriotu  people. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Ohio,  sitting  as  a  Court  of  Equity. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  John  G.  Goesele  and  six  other  per- 
sons, as  heirs  at  law  of  Johannes  Goesele,  deceased,  against 
Bimeler  and  twenty-four  other  persons,  members  of  the 
Society  of  Sejiaratists. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  Circuit  Court  dismissed  the  bill,  and  the  complainants 
appealed  to  this  court. 

It  was  ai^ned  by  Mr.  Quinn,  for  the  appellants,  and  by 
Mr.  8tavherry  and  Mr.  £mng,  for  the  appellees. 

Mr.  Quinn,  for  the  appellants,  stated  the  facts  in  the  case, 
the  articles  of  association  made  in  1819  and  1824,  and  then 
made  the  following  points; 

1st.  That  the  purchase  being  made  for  the  use  of  all  the 
members  of  the  company,  the  purchase-money  paid  with  the 
issues  and  profits  of  their  joint  labor  or  joint  means,  and  the 
title  taken  bj  Bimeler,  either  with  or  without  a  fraudulent 
intention,  makes  him  a  trustee  of  the  legal  estate,  holding  to 
the  use  of  the  members  of  the  company,  each  of  whom  own 
an  undivided  portion  of  the  whole  trust  or  equitable  estate. 

2d.  That  this  trust,  or  equitable  estate,  is  an  estate  of  in- 
heritance, alienable  and  descendible  like  any  other  fee.  8 
Ohio,  S98;  9  Ohio,  145.  And  that  of  such  an  estate 
Johannes  Goesele  died  seised  in  1827. 

Here  we  think  the  argument  properly  ends,  and  that  the 
complainants  are  entitled  to  an  account  and  partition.  But 
to  the  case  made  upon  the  articles,  we  say — 

1st.  That  if  the  articles  of  1819  constituted  a  partnership, 
(which  we  think  they  did  not,)  it  became  dissolved  by 
Johannes  Goesele's  death,  or  by  the  first  change  in  ita  con- 
stituent parts. 

2d.  That  the  articles  of  1824  are  void  for  no  less  than  four 
different  reasons. 

1.  Because  there  is  no  grantee  or  assignee  to  take  the 
property  from  the  natural  persons.  Sloan  t.  McConahy,  4 
Ohio,  169.     The  society  being  unincorporated.     4  Wheat.,  1. 

*2.  Because  the  trusts  are  vwue  ana  uncertain.  8  raEn-i 
Kent,  Com.,  808;  Bac.  Ab.,  Uses  and  Trusts,  266;  ■■  ***^* 
Tomlins,  L.  Diet.,  Trusto;  Story,  Eq.,  §  979  to  §  1070;  12 
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Ohio,  287;  5  Mass.,  504;  Swan,  Ohio  Stat.,  819;  2  Spenc. 
Eq.,  106 ;  7  Kng.  Com.  Law,  267. 

3.  Because  they  create  a  perpetuity.  Story,  Eq.,  §  974, 
71.;  10  Ohio,  4;  2  Spenc.  Eq.,  93,  et  seq.,  106;  4  Ohio,  515; 
Lord  Deerhurgt  v.  Duke  of  St.  Albang,  5  Mad.,  235 ;  4  Kent, 
Com.,  267,  271;  1  Cox,  324;  1  Biii^.,  104. 

4.  Because  they  are  the  work  of  imposition,  and  a  scheme 
of  Bimeler  to  defraud  his  cegtui  que  trusts. 

In  addition  to  these  two  exceptione  taken  to  the  articles  of 
1824,  two  others  are  made,  which  are  alike  common  to  both, 
and  which,  in  their  natural  order,  lie  in  advance  of  those  just 
taken.    They  are — 

Ist.  That  no  articles  were  executed,  some  of  the  members 
having  failed  to  sign  ;  among  whom  ia  the  defendant  Bime- 
ler, who  now  claims  protection  under  them. 

2d.  That  the  so-called  Separatists'  society,  at  Zoar,  is  not 
an  association  or  community,  but  U  an  institution  of  a  mas- 
ter and  his  slaves,  or  what  the  Roman  jurists  characterized  aa 
tocietat  leonina.     Story  on  Part.,  §  18. 

Bimeler,  upon  the  face  of  his  pleadings,  presents  five  points 
of  defence. 

1.  That  by  the  articles,  there  is  a  surrender  of  property,  and 
that  in  consequence  no  property  descended  to  Goesele's  heirs. 

2.  That  the  institution  is  to  be  taken  as  a  general  partner- 
ship, with  the  principles  of  succession  ingrafted  upon  it,  and 
ite  property  is  to  be  taken  as  personalty. 

8.  That  in  virtue  of  the  act  of  incorporation,  passed  in 
1832,  the  entire  property  passed  to  the  corporation. 

4.  That  Johannes  Goesele's  labor  was  not  worth  more  than 
his  sumrart. 

5.  That  the  property  has  been  improved  with  regard  to  a 
common  ownership,  and  cannot  now  oe  divided. 

The  firit  of  these  points,  we  say,  admits  the  first  objection 
made  to  the  articles  of  1824,  viz.,  the  want  of  an  assignee. 
For,  while  it  claims  a  surrender,  it  does  not  show  to  whom 
that  surrender  was  made. 

Upon  the  tecond  point,  we  think  the  articles  do  not  consti- 
tute a  partnership  ;  yet,  if  they  do,  we  think  it  is  a  waiver  of 
the  whole  defence ;  for,  if  the  members  were  partners,  they 
owned  the  proper^.  But  a  partnership,  with  the  principle 
of  succession  ingrafted  upon  it,  would  be  a  corporation, 
which  individuals  have  not  the  power  of  making.  In  the 
,f-qn-i  consideration  of  these  points,  the  following  cases  are 
J  cited :  Milet  v.  FttJier,  10  •Ohio,  1 ;  Story  on  Part., 
5  278,  §  18;  15  Johns.  (N.  Y.>,  159;  11  Mass.,  469;  Swan's 
Ohio  Statutes. 
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The  third  point,  namely,  that  Goesele's  property  passed  to  a 
eorporatioD,  five  years  after  hie  death,  is  not  the  law.  8  Pick. 
(Mass.).  456. 

Upon  the  fourth  point,  we  say  that,  whether  Goesele's  labor 
was  worth  more  or  lees  than  his  support,  is  a  matter  after 
which  this  court  will  not  inquire  ;  but,  finding  him  a  member 
of  the  company,  and  a  joint  owner  of  the  estate,  will  presume 
his  share  equal  to  that  of  the  other  membera.  If,  liowever, 
it  makes  the  inquiry,  it  will  Hud  that  he  contributed  about 
twice  or  three  times  his  proportionate  share. 

The  fifth  and  last  point  presented  on  the  face  of  the  plead- 
ings, namely,  that  the  property  has  been  improved  in  regard 
to  a  coDimon  ownership,  ina  is  incapable  of  division,  we 
cannot  but  regard  as  trifling.  And  yet  we  find  that  deposi- 
tions, covering  no  less  than  thirty  pages  of  printed  record, 
have  been  taken  to  prove  this  point,  together  with  one  other 
of  similar  importance,  namely,  that  the  members  are  well 
clothed,  well  fed,  and  are  contented. 

One  other  point  was  raised  by  the  defendant,  Bimeler,  at 
the  hearing  below,  and  will  probably  be  raised  again.  It  is, 
that  "  the  society  is  a  charity,"  or  rather  that  the  property  is 
a  donation  to  charitable  use.  This,  we  say,  it  is  not,  and  cite 
Ambl.,  652;  Story,  Eq.,  §  1156,  4th  ed.,  |  1182,  1183;  Rabh 
V.  Mead,  5  Rawie  (Pa.),  15i;  Chase's  Ohio  Statutes,  1066; 
Swan's  Ohio  Statutes,  782 ;  4  Wheat.,  1. 

We  are  advised  that  it  will  be  insisted  that  the  society  is 
what  is  called  a  universal  partnei'ship.  If  it  in,  it  will  not 
help  the  defence ;  for  such  partnei'ships  differ  from  ordinary 
partnerships  only  in  the  extent  of  the  investment ;  that  is, 
the  members  invest  their  all,  all  their  lahoi',  property,  and 
skill ;  but  in  every  other  particular,  including  the  causes  of 
dissolution,  they  are  governed  by  the  same  rules  that  govern 
ordinary  partnerships.  Were  they,  however,  such  as  is  (Maimed 
by  the  defence,  they  would  be  corporations. 

Again,  we  are  advised  that  it  will  be  claimed  that  the 
articles  are  a  contract  for  survivorship.  To  this  we  answer, 
that  nothing  can  be  farther  from  both  the  letter  and  spirit 
of  the  instruments.  Instead  of  its  being  provided  that  one 
shall  survive  to  the  estate  of  another,  it  is  expressly  provided 
that  no  one  shall  survive  to,  or  even  have  any  thing ;  and  in 
this  pai-ticular  the  first  decedent  and  the  last  survivor  are 
placed  in  precisely  the  same  situation.  Nothing  could  be 
more  foreign  from  the  intention,  than  that  the  last  survivor 
and  his  heirs  should  take  the  whole  property,  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  heirs  of  all  the  other  members.  r*/tSS 

*Tbat  Goesele  onoe  owned  the  property,  is  admitted ;  *■ 
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and  Biiiieler  claims  to  be  itotliing  but  a  trustee.  In  this 
Bituatiun,  when  called  upcm  by  the  cestui  que  tnitt  to  con- 
vey the  legal  title,  he  endeavots  to  defend  himself  by  sayiug, 
that  cestui  que  tmet  assigned  his  interest  to  a  third  person. 
This  kind  of  defence  cannot  be  sustained.  For  as  ne  is  a 
mere  stakeholder,  by  liis  own  showing,  he  must  file  his  bill 
of  interpleader,  and  bring  that  third  paiiy  before  the  court 
to  litigate  the  right. 

He  claims  protection,  too,  under  instruments  which  he  never 
signed,  but  which  he  got  others  to  sign,  by  representing  that 
he  would  also  be  a  subscriber. 

Great  complaint  is  ma<le  from  the  other  side,  that  we  are 
endeavoring  to  infringe  upon  their  liberties  by  jirohibiting 
them  from  living  in  community.  This  is  not  so.  Mr.  Bime- 
ler  and  his  adherents  may  live  in  any  way  they  please,  pro- 
vided they  live  on  their  own  property ;  hut  we  are  unwilling 
to  give  them  our  property  to  enable  them  to  live  in  any  way 
whatever.  They  say,  ton,  that  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
or  a  partition  will  break  up  the  society.  If  it  does,  it  ought 
to  be  broken  up ;  for  it  is  an  evidence  that  the  members  do 
not  wish  to  live  as  they  do. 

The  ai-ticles  of  1838  purport  to  be  a  revision  of  those  of 
1819  and  1824,  and  also  to  be  an  acceptance  of  an  act  of  in  - 
corporation  passed  in  1833  ;  but  they  form  a  society  entirely 
dii^rent  from  the  one  created  by  the  act,  for  which  reason, 
we  think,  the  grant  of  corporate  power  has  been  rejected.  A 
grant  of  corporate  power  must  be  received  as  it  came  from 
the  hands  of  the  legislature,  or  it  is  not  received  at  all.  Srk 
v.  Newill,  1  T.  R.,  71. 

Their  by-laws,  too,  which  are  required  by  the  statute  to  be 
consistent  with  the  laws  of  the  United  States  and  the  State 
of  Ohio,  are  opposed  to  public  policy. 

They  require  the  alienating  rights  which  are  unalienable, 
and  close  the  doors  of  the  courts  of  justice  against  the  citizen. 
Constitution  of  Ohio,  §§  1,  16,  Bill  of  Rights;  1  Blackf. 
(Ind.),  122;  19  Wend.  (N.  Y.),  77.  Deprive  the  husband  of 
hia  courtesy  and  the  widow  of  her  dower.  4  Kent,  181 ;  3 
Id.,  80,  e ;  2  Spenc.  Eq.,  104 ;  1  Eden,  415.  Their  trusts  are 
also  vague  and  uncertain.  They  are  also  executory,  and,  to 
divest  the  member  of  his  property,  are  without  consideration. 

Under  these  articles,  as  well  as  under  those  of  1824,  if  they 
are  sustained,  Bimeler  will  eventually  take  the  whole  prop- 
erty in  absolute  ownership.  He  still  holds  the  legal  title. 
The  members,  according  to  his  defence  under  the  artiolea  of 
1824,  hold  an  use  while  they  remain  members ;  conaequently, 
when  they  cease  to  be  members,  either  by  death  or  otherwise, 
6U 


DECEMBER  TERM,   1852. 


the  use  'estate  becomes  extinct,  and  his  legiil  title  takes  r.coi 
the  absolute  propeily.  The  same  is  the  case  under  '■ 
the  aiticles  of  18.J3,  supposing  the  company  to  be  incorpor- 
ated; fur  by  that  arrangement  the  corporation  holds  the  use 
estate  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the  members.  When  the  mem- 
bei-s  (lie,  tlien  the  corporation  dies,  and,  as  a  consequence, 
there  is  nobody  to  look  after  the  tnist;  therefore,  whether 
the  company  is  or  is  not  incorporated,  Biiueler's  legal  title 
will  eventually  take  the  whole  estate. 

SSuch  an  advantage,  to  be  acquired  by  an  agent  over  his 
principals,  a  preacher  or  pastor  over  his  people,  and  a  trustee 
over  his  cestui  que  trusts,  canndt  be  sustained  by  any  enlight- 
ened system  of  jurisprudence. 

Mr.  Stanberrif's  brief  was  as  follows : 

I  propose,  in  the  first  place,  to  consider  the  character  and 
legal  condition  of  this  association,  as  it  stood  upon  the  mere 
agreements  of  1819  and  1824,  before  it  became  clothed  with 
a  certiorate  capacity. 

It  is  said  it  was  simply  a  partnership,  liable  to  the  inci- 
dents of  that  condition,  and  subject  to  the  operation  of  all 
the  ordinary  causes  of  dissoluticm.  That,  in  point  of  fact,  it 
was  dissolved  by  the  first  death  which  happened  amongst  its 
members,  and  was  capable  of  dissolution  and  partition  of  its 
real  estate,  at  any  time,  at  the  instance  of  any  meinber. 

If  it  were  a  pure  partnership,  these  results  would  have  fol- 
lowed.    But  I  claim  this  association  is  not  of  that  character. 

The  original  agreement  provides  for  a  perfect  community 
of  property,  real  and  personal,  and  for  a  succession  or  sur- 
vivorship among  members  on  the  Tontine  principle.  It 
fuards,  with  great  care,  against  the  dissolution  of  the  body. 
ts  property  consisted,  at  the  beginning,  of  a  common  stock 
of  money  and  chattels,  contributed  in  unequal  proportions 
by  the  members,  with  which,  and  the  labor  of  the  members, 
real  estate  and  personalty,  to  a  very  large  amount,  were  in 
process  of  time  accumulated.  The  legal  title  to  the  real 
estate  has  always  been  vested  in  Joseph  M.  Bimeler,  one  of 
the  members.  The  business  of  the  society  has  been  various. 
Agriculture,  manufactures,  and  merchandise,  have  been  carried 
on  simultaneously.  From  1817  to  1888,  a  period  of  seventeen 
years,  during  which  it  was  unincorporated,  various  changes 
took  place  in  the  body  of  the  society,  by  deaths,  withdrawals, 
expulsions,  and  admissions  of  members. 

With  this  general  outline,  we  can  enter  upon  the  inquiry  . 
which  is  opened  by  the  objections  on  the  other  side. 

And  first,  we  say,  this  was  not  a  mere  partnership,  nor  the 
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lueinberB  tenants  in  common.  Tlie  ^reement  for  community 
,_g-,  "of  property,  the  mutual  surrender  of  all  individual 
J  property  into  the  common  stock,  and  the  express  stip- 
ulations against  any  reclamation  in  the  cfise  of  withdrawal, 
and  for  the  preservation  of  the  common  property,  for  the 
exclusive  use  and  perpetual  enjoyment  of  the  members,  in 
succession,  are  inconsistent  with  the  incidents  of  mere  part- 
nership or  tenancy  in  common. 

There  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  intent  of  these  stipula- 
tions.    The  only  doubt  is  as  to  their  legal  practicability. 

The  actual  practicability  of  such  a  society  is  demonstrated 
in  this  instance.  For  the  sixteen  years  in  which  it  existed 
witiiout  a  charter  it  fulfilled  rU  the  purposes  of  its  formation, 
and  secured  the  comfort  and  well-being  of  its  members,  beyond 
the  common  l'>t. 

But,  it  is  said,  there  are  legal  difficulties  which  the  agree- 
ment of  the  parties  cannot  surmount.     Let  us  consider  them. 

1.  It  is  said,  upon  the  death  of  a  member,  the  society  was 
dissolved  ex  necesukate.  This  consequence,  though  generally 
true  as  to  partnerships,  does  not  follow  where  the  agreement 
provides  against  it.  It  is  not  an  inevitable  consequence.  The 
doctrine  of  dissolution  upon  the  death  of  a  partner,  only  ob- 
tains where  the  deceased  partner  has  a  continuing  interest  in 
the  property  or  profits  of  the  association.  It  is  not  just  that 
the  surviving  partners  should  be  obliged  to  carry  on  the  busi- 
ness, without  his  cooperation,  for  the  benefit  of  bis  estate. 
Story  on  Part.,  453. 

I  have  said  this  society  was  not  an  ordinary  partnership. 
It  very  closely  resembles  that  sort  of  partnership  in  the  civil 
law,  which  is  called  universal.  "  Universal  partnerships  ((/r« 
tocietiet  universelles')  are  contracts  by  which  the  parties  ^ree 
to  make  a  common  stock  of  all  property  they  respectively  pos- 
sess— they  may  extend  it  to  all  property,  real  or  personal,  or 
restrict  it  to  the  personal  only.  They  may,  as  in  other  part- 
nerships, agree  that  the  property  itself  shall  be  common  stock, 
or  that  the  fruits  only  shall  be  such ;  but  property  which  may 
accrue  to  one  of  the  parties,  after  entering  into  the  part- 
nership, by  donation,  succession,  or  legacy,  does  not  become 
common  stock,  and  any  stipulation  to  that  effect,  previous  to 
the  obtaining  of  the  property  aforesaid,  is  void."  "  An  uni- 
versal partnership  of  profits  includes  all  the  gains  that  may 
be  made,  from  whatever  source,  whether  from  property  or  in- 
dustiy,  with  the  restriction  contained  in  the  last  article,  and 
subject  to  all  legal  stipulations  between  the  parties."  Civil 
Code  of  Louisiana,  art.  2800,  2801. 

These  universal  partnerships  have  been  adopted  into  the 
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common  law.  Mr.  Justice  Story  thiisdefines  them :  "By  uni- 
versal partnerships,  we  are  to  understand  these,  that  where  the 
•parties  agree  to  bring  into  the  firm  all  their  property,  r«cQo 
real,  personal,  and  mixed,  and  to  employ  all  their  skill,  '- 
labor,  services,  and  diligence,  in  trade  or  business,  for  the 
common  and  mutual  benefit,  so  that  there  is  an  entire  com- 
munion of  interest  between  them.  Such  contractsare  within 
the  scope  of  the  common  law,  but  they  are  of  very  rare  exist- 
ence."    Story  on  Part.,  104. 

Such  a  form  of  association  being  within  the  scope  of  the 
common  law,  can  it  be  doubted  that,  by  the  mutual  consent 
and  agreement  of  the  members,  the  effect  of  a  dissolution  by 
death  may  be  provided  against  ? 

In  England,  and  in  the  United  States,  lai^e  associations 
and  joint  stock  companies  exist,  under  agreements  which  pro- 
t£Gt  the  members,  inter  sese,  from  the  ordinary  incidente  of 
partnership,  such  as  dissolution  by  death,  bankruptcies,  as- 
signments, &c.  CoUyer  on  Part.,  614 ;  Livinfftton  v.  Lynch, 
4  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  Ch.,  573. 

This  association  is  a.  general  partnership,  with  the  principle 
of  survivorship  ingrafted  upon  it.  In  this  particular  it  takes 
the  character  of  a  Tontine,  which  is  a  society  with  the  benefit 
of  survivorship,  the  longest  liver  taking  the  common  property 
in  absolute  ownership.  EncyclopBedia  Brit.,  vol.  37,  art.  Ton- 
tine; Encyclopfedia  Amer.,  vol.  12,  art.  Tontine, 

I  can  see  no  objection  to  this  provision  as  to  ownership. 
Certainly  as  to  personalty  there  can  be  no  difficulty  ;  but  it 
is  said,  in  so  far  as  the  real  proi)erty  of  the  company  is  con- 
cerned, there  can  be  no  joint  tenancy,  no  right  of  survivor- 
ship, in  Ohio ;  and  that  upon  a  death  of  a  member,  his  interest 
in  the  real  estate  passes  to  his  heirs  at  law,  and  that  at  any 
time  the  right  to  partition  might  be  asserted. 

As  to  that,  it  is  to  be  considered,  in  the  fii-st  place,  that  this 
is  a  partnership,  and  that  the  real  estate  is,  by  the  articles  of 
association,  expressly  made  a  part  of  the  common  stock.  This, 
in  equity,  stamps  it  with  the  character  of  personalty.  Sum- 
mer v,  Hampton,  8  Ohio,  828. 

Fortunately  for  the  society,  the  title  to  ita  real  estate  has 
always  been  well  vested  in  one  individual.  No  question  can 
be  raised  in  this  case  as  to  the  condition  of  that  legal  title, 
and  as  to  the  equitable  title  or  use,  that  was  in  the  members 
befoi'e  the  act  of  incorporation,  and  since  then  it  is  in  the  cor- 
porate body, 

I  do  not  doubt,  however,  thatas  a  general  principle,  equita- 
ble estates  follow  the  same  rules  as  to  descent,  &o.,  with  legal 
estates.    What  I  mean  to  say  in  reference  to  the  legal,  as  ai» 
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tinguished  from  the  equitable,  title,  is,  that  there  is  a  aecea- 
sity  it  should  vest  somewhere,  and  conform  to  general  rules 
as  to  transfer,  descent,  &c. 

Being  relieved,  in  this  case,  from  any  difficulty  as  to  the 
condition  of  the  fee  in  the  refd  estate  of  this  society,  all  we 
,rqYi  have  'to  look  to,  is  merely  the  equitable  interest  or 
■I  use  which  enured  to  the  members,  who  stood  in  the 
relation  of  cestuit  que  trust  to  Bimeler,  the  holder  of  the  legal 
title.  As  I  have  before  said,  tliis  interest  in  partnership  prop- 
erty is  viewed  in  this  court  simply  as  personalty. 

But  if  that  were  not  so,  if  it  were  strictly  an  interest  in  real 
estate,  and  to  be  made  comformahle  to  the  rules  which  govern 
real  property,  I  deny  that  the  principle  of  survivorship  may 
not  be  grafted  upon  it. 

Our  court  has  said,  in  an  early  case,  (^Sergeant  v.  Steinhev' 
her,  2  Ohio,  126.)  that  the  estate  by  joint  tenancy  does  not 
exist  in  Ohio,  That  case  only  required  of  the  court  to  decide 
that  it  does  not  exist  here  by  mere  operation  of  law.  But 
that  the  principle  of  survivorship  may  not  be  provided  for 
and  exist  ny  limitation,  in  Ohio,  has  never  been  decided.  On 
the  contrary,  we  have  reported  cases  which  recognize  it. 
SUlea  V.  Fiiker,  (10  Ohio,  1,)  is  a  case  of  that  character.  The 
court  say  in  that  case,  "  Laying  ont  of  view  the  doctrine  of 
survivorship,  resulting  from  joint  tenancy,  an  incident  of  the 
o^ftate  depending  on  the  law  and  not  on  the  act  of  the  party, 
we  find  the  testator,  by  express  words,  limiting  the  estate  to 
three  trustees  and  the  survivor.  The  estate  well  passes  by 
these  words  to  the  survivor  for  life,  the  remainder  in  fee  is 
not  disposed  of," 

There  is,  then,  no  objection  to  survivorship  by  express 
limitation  or  agreement.  This  being  so,  there  has  l)een  no 
descent  to  any  hell's  of  the  deceased  members  of  the  society, 
and  thei'e  is  no  present  right  of  partition  in  any  of  the  living 
members. 

It  is  also  said  that  even  as  to  the  personal  property,  it  is 
difficult  to  fix  its  ownership  distinct  from  the  hidividual  right 
of  each  member  making  the  contribution,  and  that  the  idea 
of  accumulation  for  an  unincorporated  body  is  a  fallacy. 

This  difficulty  is  altogether  fanciful.  The  members  of  this 
partnership  are  in  no  way  uncertain,  for  no  one  is  a  member 
whose  name  is  not  subscribed  to  the  articles  of  association. 
It  is  a  large  partnership.  The  accumulation  is  for  the  part- 
ners, not  f<ir  an  ideal  company  or  mere  abstraction.  The 
property  loses  its  individuality  as  to  ownership  the  instant 
the  owner  becomes  a  member.  It  stands  like  the  property  of 
any  other  partnership.     The  partners  are  joint  owners.     No 
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formal  transfer  or  delivery  is  necessary ;  the  possession  by 
uiie  partner  is  the  posseasion  of  all. 

Obiectiou  is  also  made  to  this  association,  that  the  princi- 
ple of  coinmuiiity  and  succession  of  the  property  among  the 
members,  involves  a  perpetuity.  There  is  nothing  like  a  per- 
petuity in  it.  The  society  has  the  perfect  right  of  disposal 
over  all  ite  property,  real  as  well  as  personal,  and  this  power 
of  disposal  is  •wholly  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  per-  r^cQo 
petuity,  which  only  exists  where  property  is  so  limited  ^ 
that  no  living  agency  can  unfetter  it. 

It  is  further  ui^ed  tlint  this  society  is  contrary  to  the 
genius  of  our  free  institutions — that  its  constitution  enforces 
perpetual  service  and  adherence  to  a  particular  faith,  and  that 
it  is  aristocratic  in  its  tendency. 

If  there  were  any  tiling  in  such  objections,  the  constitution 
answers  them  all.  So  far  fioni  being  at  all  aristocratic,  tins 
society  is  a  pure  democracy.  All  the  officers  are  chosen  bj' 
ballot,  every  member,  male  and  female,  having  an  equal  voice ; 
and  the  body  of  the  society  reserves  to  itself  the  power  of 
removing  officers,  and  changing  the  form  of  government  at 
pleasure.  All  distinctions  of  rank  or  wealth  are  abolished, 
and  a  perfect  equality  provided  for.  No  single  dogma  in 
religion  or  [H>1itics  is  announced,  no  unusual  restraint  on  mar- 
riage, nor  subserviency  to  any  doctrine  nut  of  the  common 
way,  exist;'  and  so  far  from  any  enforcement  of  periietual 
service  being  provided  for,  the  right  is  reserved  for  every 
member  to  retire  from  the  society  at  pleusnre,  with  the  sin- 
gle condition  that  n()  claim  is  to  be  set  up  for  services  or 
property  contributed.  The  powers  which  the  society  con- 
fides to  its  ofHcers  are  temporary,  and  so  distributed  as  to 
prevent  any  one  member  or  officer  from  engrossing  too*much 
power. 

Besides  this  liberal  frame  of  government,  the  constitution, 
by  very  full  enactments,  provides  for  the  education  of  the 
children,  the  comfort  and  support  of  all  the  members,  and 
the  peaceable  settlement  of  all  controversies  by  domestic 
tribunals.  It  is  impossible  to  hold  that  such  a  constitution  is 
contrary  to  public  policy,  or  in  any  sense  illegal.  To  say 
that  such  a  society  cannot  exist  under  our  form  of  govern- 
ment is  a  libel  on  our  free  institutions. 

Here  are  a  number  of  persons,  who,  in  the  exercise  of  their 
matnre  judgment,  and  following  their  own  peculiar  views, 
have  thought  it  best,  more  than  thirty  years  ago,  to  associate 
as  one  family,  in  a  communion  of  property.  I*  rom  that  time 
to  the  present,  through  an  entire  generation,  their  experiment 
has  been  successful.    They  have  lived  in  peace,  plenty,  and 
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happiness,  beyond  the  common  lot.  The  legislature  has  given 
them  a  charter  to  perpetuate  their  social  existence;  and  now 
it  is  urged  that,  in  this  laud  of  liberty,  the  right  does  not 
exist  to  live  in  this  way ;  a  very  blight  idea,  truly !  If  a  des- 
pot proclaimed  such  an  edict,  forbidding  men  to  pursue  their 
own  mode  of  life,  in  their  own  inofi'eusive  way,  we  could  un- 
derstand it;  but  it  is  quite  new  as  a  democratic  idea. 
•KQQi  *(.^r.  Stanberry  then  cited  and  examined  the  cases 
^^^J  of  Waite  V.  Merrill  et  al,  4  Greenl.  (Me.).  102 ;  Schri- 
her  V.  Rapp,  5  Watta  (Pa.),  851 ;  ffass  and  Bonta  v.  Wilhite 
et  al.,  2  Dana  (Ky.),  170.  He  then  contended  that  this  society 
was  protected  by  the  doctrine  of  charities,  and  by  its  act  of 
incorporation.) 

Mr.  Hunng'g  brief  was  as  follows. 

lat.  The  executor  or  administrator  of  Goesele  is  not  a 
party  to  this  suit ;  therefore  no  question  as  to  personal  prop- 
erty can  arise. 

1  now  state  the  proposition  as  applying  to  property  purely 
personal,  but  will,  in  the  course  of  my  argumeiit,  show  that 
it  controls  also  the  real  estate  owned  by  this  association,  to 
which  the  law  attnbutes  the  qualities  and  consequences  of 
personalty. 

2d.  This  suit,  therefore,  involves  nothing  but  title  to  real 
estate,  and  the  question  is,  did  Goesele  die  seised  of  an  in- 
heritable estate  in  the  lands  and  tenements  named  in  the 
bill. 

We  have  the  object  and  terms  of  the  original  purchase 
from  no  other  source  than  the  answer  of  Bimeler.  He  says 
he  purchased  it  for  the  Separatist  society,  took  a  deed  in  his 
own  name,  and  gave  his  own  bonds  for  the  payment  of  the 
purchase-money.     P.  6. 

And  it  waB  purchased  with  the  understanding  at  the  time 
that  it  should  be  paid  for  with  the  means  and  labor  of  those 
of  the  Separatists  who  would  settle  upon  it,  and  that  each 
should  have  thereof  in  proportion  to  the  amount  that  he  or 
she  should  contribute  to  paying  therefor.     P.  14. 

It  is  obvious,  at  once,  that  here  was  yet  no  partnership. 
And  there  was  yet  no  contract  between  Bimeler  and  either 
or  all  of  the  other  parties  which  equity  could  enforce. 

No  one  was  yet  bound  to  BiEiieler,  that  he  should  go  upon 
the  land  or  pay  for  any  part  of  it ;  as  a  correlative  proposi- 
tion, Bimeler  was  not  bound  to  hold  the  land,  or  any  part  of 
it,  in  trust  for  any  of  them.  Both  parties  must  be  bound  or 
neither.  Goesele,  however,  went  on  to  the  land,  and  built  n 
small  log-house  on  a  town  lot  in  Zoar,  previous  to  1819. 
640 
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Some  conflict  in  the  evidence  about  the  building.    He  went 
into  a  house. 

He  waa  atill  under  no  contract  to  pay  for  any  of  the  land. 
He  still  had  no  right  to  any  definite  part  or  amount,  on  mak- 
ing payment,  unless  it  may  have  been  the  town  lot  on  which 
his  house  was  built. 

He  had  yet  paid  nothing,  applied  nothing;  had  no  coutract 
which  e(juity  could  regard. 

If,  the  hour  before  the  execution  of  the  articles  of  April 
5th,  1819,  Goesele  had  claimed  a  definite  portion  of  the  land, 
and  offered  to  pay  for  it  in  proportion  to  the  cost  of  the 
whole,  a  court  of  equity  coula  not  have  denied  it  to  him. 

*If  Bimeler  bad  declared  that  he  would  thenceforth  rsi^ni) 
bold  the  land  to  his  own  use,  and  that  his  associates  '■ 
should  have  none  of  it,  equity  could  not  have  relieved  them 
by  decreeing  to  them  parts  of  the  land.  The  law,  however, 
would  have  g^ven  them  a  quantum  meruit  for  the  labor  which 
they  had  performed. 

Or,  if  I  be  mistaken  in  this,  and  he  had  any  interest  in  the 
land  which  equity  could  recognize,  it  was  held  by  such  loose 
and  uncertain  tenui-e,  that  be  could  abandon  it  by  any  word 
or  deed  showing  a  purpose  not  to  retain  or  rely  upon  it. 
Goesele,  therefore,  was  entitled  to  nothing,  except  what  the 
articles  of  brotherhood  and  association  gave  him. 

The  genuineness  of  the  articles  is  doubted,  and  we  are 
called  upon  for  proof  that  Goesele  signed  them.  We  are 
content  that  the  court  should  regard  them  as  not  in  evi- 
dence, and  especially  that  Goesele  never  signed  them.  If 
that  be  so,  we  think  it  very  clear  that  he  never  had  any  right 
whatever,  except  to  a  compenstition  in  money  for  his  services, 
if  he  rendered  any,  of  value  beyond  his  maintenance,  nurs- 
ing, and  burial.  But  this  is  a  question  which  none  but  his 
administrator  is  competent  to  litigate. 

But  he  had  rights  under  those  articles  of  association,  and 
OS  his  counsel  is  probably  not  seriously  disposed  to  repudiate 
them,  I  will  inquire  what  the  rights  were  which  were  con- 
ferred by  them. 

Waiving,  for  the  present,  the  question  whether  this  was  or 
was  not  a  charitable  association,  and,  as  such,  protected  by 
the  law  of  charities,  I  will  examine  it  as  a  mere  attempt  to 
dispose  of  pr<>perty  and  give  it  direction. 

I  will  suppose  Bimeler  to  have  signed  the  articles,  as  he  in- 
tended to  be  bound  by  them,  and  would  have  signed  them 
had  the  land  been  paid  for  and  his  notes  taken  up,  and  he 
did  sign  soon  after  this  was  done. 

Then  if  the  articles  were  good  to  transfer  real  estate  tQ 
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equity,  they  were  good  to  transfer  pei'sonalty,  and  eqaally 
good  to  limit  aud  direct  the  real  estate  transferred. 

What  title  to  the  real  estate  do  these  articles  vest  in 
Goesele?  It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind,  that  down  to  this  time 
Biineler  had  the  legal  estate,  and  Goesele  had  no  interest  in 
it  which  a  court  of  equity  could  regard. 

The  articles  give  to  Goesele  a  right  to  live  apon,  and  enjoy 
a  fair  proportion  of  the  land,  during  his  life;  to  raise  and 
have  his  children  educated  and  maintained  upon  it;  to  take 
part,  with  others,  under  rules  agreed  upon  between  them- 
selves, in  its  management  and  control.  These  rights,  how- 
ever, were  conferred  subject  to  conditions  and  forfeiture. 

But  the  conditions  were  complied  with,  namely,  that  he 
should  surrender  whatsoever  property  he  had,  to  the  associa- 
•flon  *^'''"'  "*'"^  ^^^^  *"*^  labor  with  them  during  his  life. 
-I  He  did  not  incur  a  forfeiture ;  he  had  then  purchased 
this  right,  and  he  enjoyed  it;  he  lived,  died,  and  was  buried 
in  the  lands  with  his  brethren  in  the  faith. 

Can  there  be  a  doubt  that  all  the  parties  were  competent 
to  make  this  contract?  But  if  there  be  a  doubt,  can  a  ques- 
tion now  arise  as  to  their  competency,  since  both  parties  kept 
it,  and  executed  it  faithfully  to  the  end? 

No  complaint  on  either  side,  of  wrong  or  violation,  until 
the  contract,  as  far  as  Goesele  was  concerned,  was  completely 
executed  and  ended. 

But  if  this  contract  could  not  be  legally  entered  into  by 
Goesele  with  the  other  members,  no  valid  contract  whatever 
was  entered  into  by  him  or  for  him. 

Bimeler  agreed  to  surrender  this  land  to  the  association,  to 
be  held  in  ftiis  manner,  and  on  these  conditions.  He  never 
did  ^ree,  and  never  would  have  agreed,  to  surrender  it  to 
these  one  hundred  and  fifty  men  ana  women  as  a  partnership, 
subject  to  the  consequences  of  partnershiris,  dissolution  by 
the  death  or  withdrawal  of  a  member,  and  consequent  parti- 
tion, at  least  three  times  a  year,  of  land  and  personalty. 

If  equity  cannot  sustain  the  contract  which  the  parties  did 
make  for  themselves,  it  will  not  make  a  contract  for  them 
which  they  never  did  make,  and  never  intended  to  make,  and 
which  would  defeat  all  their  objects. 

But  it  will  carry  ont  the  contract  according  to  their  intent, 
as  tax  forth  as  the  principles  of  law  will  permit.  This  will 
readily  and  without  a  single  difRculty,  that  I  can  discover, 
dispose  of  Goesele's  interest,  and  coDsequeotly  of  this  case. 

Goesele  might,  without  the  violation  of  any  rule  of  law, 
give  his  labor  and  property,  if  he  had  any,  in  con^deration  of 
the  provision  for  life  herein  made  for  him. 
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Bimeler  might,  in  like  manner,  bind  his  laud  in  equity  to 
make  goud  such  provision. 

3d.  liut  I  do  not,  for  myself,  perceive  any  serious  difficulty 
in  transmitting  the  property,  with  the  personulty  and  the 
equitable  title  to  the  realty,  in  the  manner  adopted  by  these 
articles. 

Cannot  a  man  transfer  the  equitable  title  to  his  real  estate 
to  ten  men,  designated  as  those  who  live  on  it  and  have 
signed  the  article  of  transfer  with  him,  to  be  used  and  enjoyed 
by  them  as  long  as  they  shall  abide  by  the  terms  of  the  ai-ticle, 
and  giving  a  right  to  the  persons,  to  whom  he  so  transfers,  to 
vest  the  same  right  in  others,  in  succession,  who  shall  enter 
into  the  same  article  in  future,  and  comply  with  its  condi- 
tions, the  majority  having,  as  in  this  case,  the  power  to  sell 
and  dispose  *of  the  property,  but  required  to  apply  [-•(■no 
the  proceeds  to  the  same  object  ?  L 

This  iij  not  a  perpetuity  in  the  common-law  sense  of  the 
term  ;  it  does  not  tie  up  real  estate,  for  it  may  be  disposed  of 
at  any  time.  Such  a  limitation  of  the  real  estate,  or  its  pro- 
ceeds, would  be  good,  by  the  laws  of  Ohio,  for  the  lives  in 
being ;  and  each  tenant  for  life,  by  his  own  signature,  if  the 
full  estate  at  any  time  vested  in  bim  or  them,  could  equally 
well  transmit  it  to  another  life,  and  so  in  succession,  a  ma- 
jority being  at  all  times  able  to  terminate  the  succession  at 
pleasure. 

4th.  But  if  I  be  wrong  in  this,  and  difficulty  arise  as  to 
the  final  disposition  of  the  property,  when  the  end  cometh, 
which  is  not  yet,  that  diflBcuIty  is  removed  by  the  law  of 
charitable  uses,  considered  iii  Mr.  Stauberry's  brief. 

5th.  And  if  this  be  not  a  charity,  and  as  such  protected  by 
equity,  and  if  the  contract  made  by  the  parties  for  themselves 
be  invalid  for  the  purposes  intended,  it  is  still  good  as  a  part^ 
nership  with  succession,  by  the  express  agreement  of  the 
parties,  an  agreement,  so  far,  unobjectionable.  All  the  prop- 
erty owned  in  common,  real  as  well  as  personal,  is  necessary 
to  carry  on  the  partnership;  it  is,  therefore,  all  personalty  in 
equity.  And  the  partners,  or  a  majority  of  them,  can  readopt 
their  rules  or  change  them  at  pleasure,  and  transmit  their 
property  by  succession  as  heretofore,  or  divide  between  the 
partners. 

6tb.  But  if  it  were  indeed  a  partnership,  we  have  not  the 
necessary  parties  tn  court.  The  property  is  all  personalty, 
and  neither  executor  nor  administrator  of  Goesele  is  in 
court. 

Mr.  .Tiistice  McLGAK  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
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This  caee  comes  before  the  court  on  an  appeal  from  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  District  of  Ohio. 

In  their  bill  the  complaiuaiite  represent  that  they  are  the 
lieira  at  law  of  JobaniieB  Goesele,  who  died  at  Zoar,  in  the 
county  of  Tuscarawas,  Ohio,  in  the  year  1827 ;  that  the  said 
Johannes,  in  his  lifetime,  associated  hiniself  with  the  defend- 
ants, Bimeler  and  others,  and  formed  a  society  of  Separatists, 
and  in  the  year  1817  they  purchased  of  one  Godfrey  Haga,  uf 
Philadelphia,  a  tract  of  land  situated  in  said  county,  contain- 
ing 5,500  acres;  that  afterwards  other  purchases  were  made, 
which,  when  added  to  the  first  purchase,  amounting  to  10,000 
acres,  with  a  large  number  of  town  lote,  and  other  property 
procured  about  the  same  time ;  that  these  purchases  were 
made  on  behalf  of  Goesele,  deceased,  and  his  associates,  and 
for  their  use,  and  the  purchase-money  was  paid  by  their  joint 
labor  and  money ;  that  Bimeler  acted  fraudulently  as  their 
i^nt,  in  taking  the  deed  and  title  papers  to  himself  and  his 
heirs  forever. 

"(i0^1  *1'hey  further  represent  that  many  of  his  associates 
J  sold  their  interest  to  their  ancestor,  on  leaving  tlie 
society.  And  the  defendants  allege,  that,  as  heirs  of  their 
ancestor,  they  are  entitled  to  one  hundredth  portion  of  the 
estate  now  held  by  Bimeler ;  and  that  they  have  requested 
the  defendants  to  make  partition  of  the  estate,  which  hits 
been  refused ;  that  Bimeler,  although  oft«n  requested,  has  re- 
fused te  convey  to  the  complainants  any  part  of  the  estate ; 
and  they  pray  that  he  may  he  compelled  to  give  a  full  and 
true  description  of  the  property  held  by  him  as  stated  ;  and 
that  on  a  final  hearing  he  may  be  decreed  to  make  partition 
of  the  said  property,  and  to  make  a  good  deed  in  fee-simpio 
to  the  complainants,  for  so  much  of  the  said  property  as  may 
be  found  to  belong  to  them. 

In  the  year  1817,  the  members  of  the  above  associatiob 
emigrated  from  Germany  to  the  United  States.  They  cawf 
from  the  Kingdom  of  \Verl«mbeig,  where  they  hod  been 
known  for  years  as  a  religious  society  called  Separatists. 
They  were  much  persecuted  on  account  of  bhoir  religion. 
Groesele,  the  ancestor  of  the  complainants,  wich  another  mem- 
ber, had  been  imprisoned  for  nine  years ,  and  the  safety  of 
Bimeler  depended  on  his  frequent  changes  of  residence,  and 
living  in  the  utmost  privacy.  In  that  country  they  sought 
to  establish  themselves  by  purchasing  land,  but  they  found 
that  the  laws  would  not  allow  them  this  privil^^.  Disheart- 
ened by  persecution  and  injustice,  they  came  to  this  country 
in  pursuit  of  civil  and  religions  liberty.  When  they  arrived 
at  Philadelphia,  they  were  in  a  destitute  oonditiou.  They 
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were  sopported  while  in  that  citj,  and  enabled  to  travel  to 
the  place  where  they  now  live,  by  the  charities  of  the  Friend 
QuaVeiB  of  Philadelphia  and  of  the  city  of  London.  I'hese 
contributions  amounted  to  eighteen  dollars  to  each  person. 
A  large  majority  of  the  society  oonsisted  of  women  and 
children. 

While  at  Philadelphia,  Bimeler,  the  head  and  principal 
man  of  the  association,  purchased,  in  his  own  name,  from 
Godfrey  Haga,  the  five  thousand  five  hundred  acres  of  land, 
as  stated  in  the  bill.  A  credit  of  thirteen  years  was  given, 
three  years  without  interest.  A  deed  to  Bimeler  and  his  heirs 
was  executed  for  the  land,  the  7th  of  May,  1818 ;  a  mortgage 
to  secure  the  consideration  of  (15,000  was  executed.  On  uieir 
arrival  at  the  place  of  their  destination,  they  found  it  an  un- 
broken forest ;  their  means  were  exhausted,  and  they  had  no 
other  dependence  than  the  labor  of  their  hands.  'Ttiej  were 
no  strangeiB  to  a  rigid  economy,  and  they  were  industrious 
from  principle. 

At  the  time  of  theiV  settlement  at  Zoar,  they  did  not  con- 
template a  community  of  property.  On  the  15th  of  April, 
1819,  articles  of  association  were  dj'awn  up  and  signed  by  the 
*member8  of  the  society,  consisting  of  fifty-three  males  r*o(M 
and  one  hnndred  and  four  females.  In  the  preamble  '■ 
they  say,  "  that  the  members  of  the  society  have,  in  a  spirit 
of  Christian  love,  ^reed  to  unite  in  a  communion  of  prop- 
erty, according  to  the  rules  and  regulations  specified."  The 
members  renounce  all  individual  ownership  of  property,  pres- 
ent or  future,  real  or  personal,  and  transfer  the  same  to  three 
directors,  elected  by  themselves  annually ;  that  they  shall 
conduct  the  business  of  the  society,  take  possession  of  all  its 
property,  and  account  to  the  society  for  alt  their  transactions. 
Members  who  leave  the  society  are  to  receive  no  compensa- 
tion for  their  labor  or  property  contributed,  unless  an  allow- 
ance be  made  them  by  a  majority  of  the  socie^. 

These  articles  continued  in  force  until  the  I8th  of  March, 
1824,  when  amendatory  ailicles  were  drawn  up  and  signed  by 
the  members  at  that  time,  consisting  of  sixty  males  and  one 
hundred  females.  In  these  articles  an  entire  union  of  prop- 
erty is  declared,  and  a  renunciation  of  individual  ownership. 
Males  of  the  ^e  of  twenty-nne,  and  females  of  the  age  of 
eighteen,  become  membero  by  signing  the  articles.  New 
memben  are  received  in  this  way.  The  directors  elected  by 
the  society  conduct  the  affairs  of  the  association,  and  provide 
for  the  boarding,  lodging,  and  clothing  of  the  members.  The 
directors  are  to  apply  themselves  for  the  common  benefit  of 
tiie  society,  provide  for  the  children,  determine  disputes  among 
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the  members,  with  a  right  of  appeal  to  the  hoard  of  arbitrar- 
tion.  Other  provbioiis  were  made  for  the  expulsion  of  mem- 
berfl,  aod  the  general  good  order  and  welfare  of  the  society. 

In  the  year  1832,  the  society  was  incorporated  by  a  law  of  the 
State,  which  gave  to  them  the  ordinary  powers  of  a  corporation. 
On  the  14th  of  May,  1833,  a  constitution  was  adopted  under 
the  act,  which  was  signed  by  fifty-one  males  and  one  hundred 
and  three  females.  The  constitution  embodies  substantially 
the  regulations  contained  in  the  preceding  articles,  and  some 
others  conformably  with  the  corporate  powers  conferred. 

This  is  the  outline  of  the  association  formed  at  Zoar.  It 
appears  a  different  plan  was  at  first  adopted.  Each  family 
was  to  select  from  the  general  tract  as  many  acres  as  it  could 
pay  for,  and  improve  it,  living  on  its  own  industry,  and  from 
the  same  source  paying  for  the  land.  But  this  plan  was  found 
impracticable,  and  in  less  than  two  years  it  was  abandoned, 
and  the  first  aiticles  of  association  were  adopted. 

The  ancestor  of  the  complainant,  as  stated,  died  in  1827,  a 
member  of  the  society.  His  name  was  signed  to  the  articles 
of  1819  and  1824.  There  was  no  evidence  in  the  case  con* 
ducing  to  prove  any  contract,  except  that  which  arises  from 
•fiftfll  ^^^  articles  "referred  to.  On  the  first  payment  made 
-I  for  the  land,  it  appeared  that  Goesele  paid  a  small  sum 
that  remainded  unexpended  of  the  eighteen  dollars  he  received 
at  Philadelphia. 

The  answer  denies  the  allegations  of  the  bill  char^g 
fraud,  and  every  allegation  to  charge  the  defendanta,  except 
the  purchase  of  the  land  and  the  articles  referred  to. 

It  appears,  by  great  industry,  economy,  good  management, 
and  energy,  the  settlement  at  Zoar  has  prospered  more  than 
any  part  of  the  surrounding  country.  It  surpasses,  probably, 
all  other  neighborhoods  in  the  State  in  the  neatness  and  pro- 
ductiveness of  its  ^riculture,  in  the  mechanic  arts,  and  in 
manufacturing  by  machinery.  The  value  of  the  property  is 
now  estimated  by  complainant's  counsel  to  be  more  than  a 
million  of  dollars.  Tliis  is  a  most  extraordinarj'  advance  by 
the  labor  of  that  community,  about  two  thirds  of  which  con- 
sists of  females. 

In  view  of  the  facts  stated,  it  is  not  perceived  how  the  case 
made  in  the  hill  can  he  sustained.  A  partition  is  prayed  for; 
but  there  is  no  evidence  on  which  such  a  right  can  be  founded. 
The  plan,  as  stated,  first  agreed  upon  at  Zoar,  for  individual 
proprietorship  and  labor,  was  abandoned  in  less  than  two 
years.  It  was  a  parol  contract,  no  consideration  being  paid. 
No  right  was  acquired  by  the  ancestor  of  the  complainant  on 
this  ground.  He  then  signed  the  first  articles,  which,  like 
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the  anitsiided  articles,  renounced  individual  ownership  of 
property,  and  an  f^reenient  was  made  to  labor  foi'  the  com- 
munity, ill  common  with  others,  for  their  comfortable  main- 
tenance. All  individual  right  of  propei-ty  became  merged  in 
the  general  right  of  the  association.  He  had  no  individual 
right,  and  could  transmit  none  to  his  heirs.  It  is  strange  that 
the  complainants  should  ask  a  partition  through  their  ances- 
tor, when,  by  the  terms  of  his  contract,  he  could  have  no 
divisible  iaterest  They  wiio  now  enjoy  the  property,  enjoy 
it  under  his  express  contract. 

But  if  there  were  a  right  of  partition  by  the  complainants, 
there  is  no  such  Btat«ment  in  the  hill  as  would  authorize  the 
court  to  decree  it.  For  the  time  that  Goesele  lived,  what 
was  the  value  of  his  labor  in  companson  with  the  labor  of  the 
others?  Twenty-five  years  have  elapsed  since  his  death. 
The  property  has  increased  in  value  seven  hundred  per  cent.; 
and  of  this  property  partition  is  prayed.  B'ut  there  is  not  a 
shadow  of  evidence  to  eustain  the  right.  The  proofs  and  the 
statements  in  the  bill  are  as  remote  and  inconsistent  as  can 
well  be  conceived. 

The  fraud  charged  on  Bimeler,  in  the  purchase  of  the  land, 
if  true,  could  not  help  the  case  made  in  the  bill.  But  the 
charge  has  no  foundation.  Bimeler  purchased  the  land  in 
}iis  own  'name,  and  became  responsible  for  the  pay-  r«oAi» 
inent  of  the  consideration.  And  he  retained  the  title  '- 
until  the  purchase-money  was  [laid,  and  an  act  of  incorpora- 
tion was  obtained,  when  he  signed  the  articles,  and  placed 
the  property  under  the  control  of  the  society,  lie  having  no 
greater  interest  in  it  than  any  other  individual.  But,  before 
this,  he  openly  declared  that  he  held  the  land  in  trust  for  the 
society.  As  an  honest  man,  he  could  not  change,  if  in  his 
power,  the  relation  he  bore  to  the  vendoi',  until  the  considera* 
tion  was  paid.  In  this  matter,  the  conduct  of  Bimeler  is  not 
only  not  fraudulent,  but  it  was  above  reproach.  It  was  wise 
and  most  judicious  to  secure  the  best  interests  of  the  associa- 
tion. 

The  articles  of  1819  and  1824  are  objected  to  as  not  consti- 
tuting a  contract  wliiuh  a  court  of  equity  would  enforce. 
And  it  is  said  that  chancery  will  not  enforce  a  forfeiture.  As 
a  general  rule,  chancery  may  not  enforce  a  forfeiture;  but 
will  it  relieve  an  individual  from  his  contract,  entered  into 
fairly,  and  for  a  valuable  consideration  ?  What  is  there  in 
either  of  these  articles  that  is  contrary  to  good  morals,  or  that 
iu  opposed  to  the  policy  of  the  laws?  An  association  of 
individuals  is  formed  under  a  religions  influence,  who  are  in 
u  destitute  condition,  having  little  to  rely  on  for  their  support 
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but  their  industry ;  and  they  t^ree  to  labor  in  oommon  for 
the  good  of  the  society,  and  a  comfortable  maintenance  for 
each  individual ;  and  whatever  shall  be  acquired  beyond  this 
shall  go  to  the  commoD  Btoclc.  This  contract  provides  for 
every  member  of  the  community,  in  sickneBe  and  in  health, 
and  under  wfaatsoever  misfortune  may  occur.  And  this  ia 
equal  to  the  independence  and  comforts  ordinarily  enjoyed. 

The  ancestor  of  the  complainants  entered  into  the  contract 
faii'ly  and  with  a  full  understanding  of  its  conditions.  The 
consideration  of  hia  comfortable  maintenance,  under  all  cir- 
cumstances, was  deemed  by. him  an  adequate  compensation 
for  his  labor  and  property  contributed  to  the  oommon  stock. 
But  it  is  not  shown  uiat  Goesele  or  any  other  member  con- 
tributed to  the  general  fund,  with  the  exception  of  a  small 
sum  by  Goesele,  which,  probably,  could  not  have  exceeded 
five  dollars.  The  members  of  the  association  were  poor,  and 
were  unable  to  contribute  any  thing  but  labor.  In  this  way 
the  land  purchased  by  Bimeler  was  paid  for. 

The  complainants  speak  of  the  interest  of  their  ancestor  in 
the  real  and  personal  estate,  owned  by  the  association,  and 
their  counsel  contend  that  the  articles  did  not  divest  him  of 
either,  but  both  descended  to  his  heirs  at  law  at  his  death. 

This  argument  does  not  eeem  to  comprehend  the  principles 
of  the  association.  Land  and  other  property  were  to  be 
*8071  **c<l'ti'^^  by  the  members,  but  they  were  not  to  be 
-I  vested  with  the  fee  of  the  land.  While  they  remained 
in  the  society,  under  its  general  regulations,  the  products  of 
their  labor  on  the  land  and  otherwise  were  applied,  so  far  as 
necessary,  to  their  support.  Beyond  this,  they  were  to  have 
no  interest  in  the  land  or  in  the  personal  property.  Many  of 
the  members  were  aged  females,  others,  from  sickness  or 
disease,  were  unable  to  labor,  but  everj-  one,  whether  able  to 
labor  or  not,  was  provided  for  by  the  labor  of  the  community. 
This  was  a  benevolent  scheme,  and  from  its  character  might 
be  properly  denominated  a  charity.  But  from  the  nature  of 
the  association  and  the  object  to  be  attained,  it  is  clear  the 
individual  members  could  have  no  rights  to  the  property, 
except  its  use,  under  the  restrictions  imposed  by  the  articles. 
The  whole  policy  of  tlie  association  was  founded  on  a  princi- 
ple which  excluded  individual  ownership.  Such  an  owner- 
ship would  defeat  the  great  object  in  view,  by  necessarily 
giving  to  the  association  a  temporary  character.  If  the  inter- 
ests of  its  members  could  be  transferred,  or  pass  by  descent, 
the  maintenance  of  the  community  would  be  impoasible.  Id 
the  natural  course  of  things  the  ownership  of  the  property  in 
a  few  years,  by  transfer  and  descent,  would  pan  out  td  tbe 
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oomtnunity  into  the  hsDds  of  strangers,  and  thereby  defeat 
the  object  in  view. 

By  diBclaiming  all  individual  ownership  of  the  proper^  ao- 
qnired  by  their  labor,  for  the  benefits  secured  by  the  articles, 
the  members  give  durability  to  the  fund  accuuiulated,  and  to 
the  benevolent  purposes  to  which  it  is  applied.  Mo  legal  ob- 
jection is  perceived  to  such  a  partnership.  If  members  sepa- 
rate themselves  from  the  society  their  interest  in  the  property 
ceases,  and  new  members  that  may  be  admitted,  under  the 
articles,  enjoy  the  advant^es  common  to  all. 

The  counsel  for  the  complainants  imagine  the  original  mem- 
bers possessed  property,  real  and  personal,  before  they  entered 
into  the  association,  which  is  contrary  to  the  facts  of  the  case, 
and  then  oont«nd  that,  having  executed  no  conveyance  of  the 

Emperty,  on  the  death  of  the  member  it  descended  to  his 
eirs  at  law. 
It  is  always  desirable  that  legal  principles  should  be  ap- 
plied to  the  facte  of  the  case.  When  the  members  iirst 
formed  the  association  they  were  destitute  of  property.  The 
purchase  of  the  land  by  Bimeler  had  been  made,  but  not  paid 
for ;  and  the  members  had  no  means  of  payment  but  by  the 
labor  of  their  hands.  This  they  agreed  to  give,  in  considera- 
tion of  being  supported  in  sickness  and  in  health,  disclaiming, 
at  the  same  time,  any  individual  claim  of  ownership  to  any 
property  which  should  be  acquired  by  the  community.  This 
statement  of  facta  'obviates  many  of  the  objections  r«j!no 
urged  by  complainants'  counsel.  If  the  memberB  of  ^ 
the  association  bad  no  interest  in  the  land  when  they  signed 
the  articles,  nn  conveyance  of  it  by  them  was  necessary. 
They  stipulated  a  compensatitm  for  their  future  labor  in  tbe 
support  to  be  given  them,  and  disclaimed  the  ownership  of 
all  property  acquired. 
It  is  said,  where  a  member  is  excommunicated  or  leaves 


the  society  he  forfeits  his  rights,  and  that  chancery  will  not 
enforce  a  forfeiture.  What  is  the  extent  of  this  forfeiture? 
It  is  the  right  to  a  support  from  the  society.  And  this  is 
certainly  reasonable.  Can  a  member  expect  to  be  supported 
by  the  society,  when  he  refuses  to  perform  his  part  of  the 
contract  which  entitles  him  to  a  support?  He  claims  pay  for 
his  labor.  He  has  been  paid  for  this,  in  pursuance  of  his  own 
contract.  In  sickness  and  in  health  he  has  been  clothed  and 
fed,  and  a  home  provided  for  him.  But  he  claims  payment 
for  property  which  he  surrendered  to  the  association  at  the 
Ume  he  became  a  member  of  it,  by  signing  the  articles.  The 
ownership  of  this  property  he  relinquished  to  his  associates 
w  a  part  of  the  contract ;  and  for  tiie  conBidemttons  named, 
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all  the  demands  for  such  property  in  the  language  of  tite 
articles  signed,  "the  iiulividual  abolished  and  abrogated  for 
himself  and  his  heirs." 

Can  property  thus  conveyed  be  deemed  forfeited,  if  not 
recoverable?  A  forfeiture  is  ugainst  the  will  of  the  owner. 
Where  property  is  conveyed  under  a  fair  contract  and  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  is  not  the  term  forfeited  misapplied, 
if  such  conveyance  be  held  valid?  Chancery  is  not  asked  to 
enforce  a  forfeiture  in  thid  case.  No  property  is  shown  to 
have  been  transferred  to  the  association  by  the  ancestor  of 
the  complainants.  But  if  property  bad  been  given  by  the 
ancestor,  would  a  court  of  chancery  direct  such  property  to 
be  sun-endered  or  paid  for  against  the  express  contract  of  the 
owner?  The  surrender  or  giving  up  of  the  property  was  a 
part  of  the  consideration  on  which  the  association  stipulated 
to  support  hitn.  It  cannot  be  separated  from  that  agreement. 
And  it  is  clear,  where  the  fault  of  not  carrying  out  the  con- 
tract is  not  attributable  to  the  association,  but  to  the  mem- 
ber, he  cHQuot  have  the  aid  of  a  court  of  cliancery. 

Do  the  articles  constitute  a  perpetuity?  We  all  think  that 
they  do  not.  They  provide  for  the  continuance  of  the  asso- 
ciation an  indefinite  period  of  time,  in  the  exercise  of  the  dis- 
cretion of  its  members.  But  there  is  no  obligation  to  this 
extent.  The  majority  of  the  members  may  require  a  sale  of 
the  property  and  break  up  the  association.  In  fact  the  ma- 
jority governs,  by  the  election  of  officers.  Members  may  be 
expelled  from  the  society  and  new  ones  admitted,  under 
Donq-i  established  rules.  Whilst  *the  society  has  the  means 
J  of  perpetuating  its  existence,  it  may  be  said  to  depend 
for  its  continuance,  on  the  will  of  a  majority  of  its  members. 

As  the  law  now  stands  in  England,  a  conveyance  by  exe- 
cutory devises,  to  be  good,  cannot  extend  beyond  a  life  or 
lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one  years  and  the  fraction  of 
another  year,  to  reach  the  case  of  a  posthumous  child.  At- 
kinaon  v.  Sutchinson,  3  P.  Wms.,  258 ;  Long  v.  BlackaU,  7 
T.  R.,  100. 

There  are  many  depositions  in  the  case,  taten  in  behalf  of 
the  complainants,  by  persons  who  have  been  expelled  from 
the  society,  or,  having  left  it,  show  a  strong  hostility  tn 
Bimeler.  They  represent  his  conduct  as  tyrannical  and 
oppressive  to  the  members  of  the  association,  and  as  controll- 
ing its  actions  absolutely.  And  several  instances  are  given 
to  impeach  his  moral  character  and  his  integrity.  Two  of 
the  witnesses  say  that  he  drives  a  splendid  carriage  and 
horses. 

In  regard  to  the  carriage,  it  is  proved  to  be  a  very  oidinsiy 
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one,  worth  about  tliiee  buiidred  dollars,  one  of  his  horses 
worth  about  twenty  dollars  and  the  other  thirty  or  forty. 
By  respectable  persoiiB  out  of  tlie  society,  Bimeler's  charac- 
ter is  sustained  for  integrity  and  morality,  and  several  in- 
stances are  given  where,  even  in  small  matters,  he  deferred 
to  the  decision  of  the  trustees  against  hia  own  inclination. 
And  many  facts  are  proved  wholly  inconsistent  with  the 
charge  of  oppression. 

That  Bimeler  is  a  man  of  great  energy  and  of  high  capac- 
ity for  business,  cannot  be  doubted,  Tha  present  prosperity 
01  Zoar  is  evidence  of  this.  There  are  few  men  to  be  found 
any  where,  who,  under'  similar  circumstances,  would  have 
been  equally  successful.  The  people  of  his  charge  are  proved 
to  be  moral  and  religious.  It  is  said  that,  although  the  soci- 
ety has  lived  at  Zoar  for  more  than  thirty  years,  do  criminal 
prosecution  has  been  instituted  against  any  one  of  its  mem- 
bers. The  most  respectable  men  who  live  near  the  village 
say,  that  the  industry  and  enterpiise  of  the  people  of  Zoar 
have  advanced  property  in  the  vicinity  ten  per  cent. 

Bimeler  has  a  dinicult  part  to  act.  As  the  head  and  leader 
of  the  society,  his  conduct  is  narrowly  watched,  and  often 
misconstrued.  Narrow  minds,  in  such  an  association,  will  be 
influenced  by  petty  jealousies  and  unjust  surmises.  To  in- 
sure success  these  must  be  overcome  or  disregarded.  The 
most  exemplary  conduct  and  conscientious  discharge  of  duty 
may  not  protect  an  individual  from  censure.  On  a  full  view 
of  the  evidence  we  are  convinced  that,  by  a  part  of  tlie  wit- 
nesses, great  injustice  is  done  to  the  character  of  Bimeler. 
On  n  deliberate  consideration  of  all  the  facts  in  the  case,  we 
think  there  is  no  ground  to  authorize  the  relief  prayed  for  by 
the  •complainants.  The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  ragiA 
ia  therefore  atGrmed.  '- 

ORDER. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Ohio,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  considera- 
tion whereof  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed 
by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  the  said  Circuit  Court  in  this 
cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed  with  costs. 
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John   Deacon,   Appellant,  tf.  Chableb   Oliver   and 

KOBEBT    M.    GlBBES,    EXBCUIOBS    OP    ROBBUT    OUVER, 
DECEASED. 

Uader  the  RtUchment  lawi  of  Muyluid,  •  ifaare  in  the  Bmltimore  Mezicui 
Company,  which  had  fitted  out  an  expedition  under  General  Hina,  ivaa  not, 
in  lKi7,  the  subject  of  an  attachment  under  a  judgment,  whetlier  lach  ihare 
wai  held  hj  the  garnithee  under  a  power  of  alcomej  to  collect  the  pro- 
ceeds, or  under  an  equitable  aaaignment  to  teuure  a  debt. 

The  aniwera  of  the  garnishee  to  interrogatorieB  filed,  were  literally  correct. 
He  had  not  in  hia  handi  an;  "  fundi,  eridencea  of  debt,  ttocka,  certiflcate*  of 
atock,"  belonging  to  the  debtor,  nor  "  any  acknowledgment  by  the  Hexicaii 
govenunent,"  on  which  an  attachment  could  be  laid.' 

Thib  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Maryland,  sitting  as  a  court  of 
equity. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  John  Deacon,  the  surviving  partner 
of  Baring,  Brother  &  Company,  of  Loudon,  under  the  follow- 
ing circumstances : 

In  1821,  Baring,  Brother  &  Company  obtained  a  judg- 
ment, ill  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Maryland,  gainst  one  Lyde  Goodwin  for  #60,000, 
upon  a  bill  of  exchange,  to  be  released  on  payment  of 
$41,005.58,  with  interest  and  costs.  Goodwin  was  at  this 
time  the  owner  of  one  ninth  share  in  the  Mexican  Company, 
the  hiatory  of  which  is  given  in  the  report  of  the  case  of  OtU 
V.  Oliver  t  Hxecjtton,  11  How.,  529.  This  judgment  vras 
kept  alive  until  the  issuing  of  the  attachment  hereafter 
spoken  of,  in  1826. 

On  the  19th  of  July,  1828,  the  government  of  Mexico 
passed  a  decree,  declaring  that  General  Mina,  amongst  other 
persons,  was  a  benefactor  of  his  countrv;  and  on  the  28th 
of  June,  1824,  another  decree,  acknowledging  the  debts  con- 
taacted  by  the  Generals  declared  to  have  been  benefactors. 

On  the  11th  <  >'  January,  1825,  Lyde  Goodwin  addressed  a 
'filll  '^^^^'  ^  ^^-  Oliver,  which  is  too  long  to  be  inserted, 
-J  but  which  was  of  the  following  tenor.  He  states  tJie 
claim  to  have  been  acknowledged  by  Mexico ;  that  the 
amount  of  his  original  proportion  of  the  claim,  exclusire  of 
interest,  was  twenty  thousand  dollars ;  that  his  object  in  pro- 
posing to  assign  his  interest  therein  was,  let,  to  secure  to 
Oliver  the  sum  be  already  owed  him ;  and  2d,  to  obtain 
barely  the  means  of  support  for  the  present,  and  that  the  ad- 
ditional sum  he  would  acquire  should  not  exceed  $2,000. 
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Between  thia  date  and  Juiie,  1825,  Oliver  paid  to  Goodwin 
$2,000,  and  received  an  assignment  of  the  Bhare  from  Brown, 
the  trustee  in  insolvencj  of  Goodwin. 

On  tlie  22d  of  Mai-ch,  1825,  the  company  appointed  Oliver 
their  attorney  to  prosecute  the  claim,  and  informed  faiin  that 
Goodwin  was  entitled  to  a  commiesion  of  five  per  cent,  in 
adilitiou  to  his  one  ninth  share. 

On  the  28th  of  October,  1826,  an  attaohment  under  the  act 
of  Maryland,  of  1715,  was  issued  upon  the  judgment  against 
Goodwm,  and  laid  in  the  hands  of  Oliver,  as  garnishee.  At 
the  same  time,  the  following  interrogatories  were  filed,  which 
the  garnishee  was  required  to  answer. 

Interrogatory  1.  Had  you,  at  the  time  of  laying  the  attach- 
ment in  the  above  cause,  in  your  hands,  or  at  any  other  time, 
and  when,  any  funds,  evidences  of  debt,  stocks,  certificates  of 
stock,  belonging  to  Lyde  Goodwin,  or  any  acknowledgment 
of  debt  due  by  the  government  of  Mexico  to  the  said  Lyde 
Goodwin  ? 

2.  Did  not  the  said  Lyde  Goodwin  transfer  to  you  some 
certificate  of  stock,  or  evidence  of  debt  due  by  the  said 
Mexican  government  to  Goodwin,  or  some  document  of  that 
character,  and  when  did  such  transfer  take  place  ? 

8.  Had  you  not  a  claim  against  said  Goodwin,  secured  by 
a  transfer  or  pledge  of  some  certificate  of  stock,  or  document 
of  a  public  character,  showing  that  Goodwin  was  entitled  to 
receive  some  funds  from  the  Mexican  government?  H  so, 
what  was  the  amount  of  your  claim  so  secured,  and  what  was 
the  security ;  was,  or  was  not,  the  balance  or  remaining 
credit,  under  your  control  at  the  time  of  laying  the  attach- 
ment?    State  particularly  how  your  claim  was  secured. 

4.  Do  you  know  any  other  matter  or  thing  that  may  be  of 
advftntaee  to  the  plaintifTs,  in  the  above  cause  ?  If  so,  state 
it  as  fu%  as  if  you  were  iiarticularly  interrogated  thereto. 

In  December,  1827,  Oliver  filed  the  follownig  answers: 

1.  To  the  first  interrogatory  he  answers :  That  he  had  not, 
at  the  time  of  laying  the  attachment  in  the  above  cause  in  his 
hands,  nor  at  any  other  time,  any  funds,  evidences  of  debt, 
•stocks,  or  certificates  of  stocks,  belonging  to  Lyde  rvgjn 
Goodwin,  or  any  acknowledgment  of  debt  due  by  the  '- 
government  of  Mexico,  but  that  he  had  a  power  of  attorney 
signed  by  said  Lyde  Goodwin,  in  conjunction  with  several 
other  persons,  claimants  of  a  debt  alleged  to  be  owing  by 
the  Mexican  government,  and  authorizing  him  to  ol&im  and 
receive  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  said  Goodwin's  assignees 
and  others. 

It.  To  the  eeoond  interrogatory  be  answers :  That  the  said 
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Goodwin  did  not  transfer  to  hint  any  certificateB  of  stock  or 
evidences  of  debt  due  by  the  Mexican  government,  or  docu- 
ments of  that  character,  unless  the  before-mentioned  power  of 
attorney  may  be  called  one, 

S.  To  the  third  interrogatory  he  answers:  That  he  had, 
and  still  haa,  a  large  claim  gainst  said  Goodwin  for  money 
lent  him  from  time  to  time ;  that  he  is  not  secured  for  this 
debt,  and  never  has  been  secured,  by  a  transfer  or  pledge  of 
some  certificate  of  stock,  or  document  of  a  public  character, 
showing  that  Goodwin  was  entitled  to  receive  some  funds 
from  the  Mexican  government,  unless  the  aforesaid  power  of 
attorney  be  deemed  such,  but  which  he  does  not  admit  it  to  be. 

4.  To  the  fourth  interrogatory  he  answers:  That  he  knows 
nothing. 

On  the  10th  of  January,  1829,  the  counsel  for  the  Barings 
caused  the  following  entry  to  be  made  upon  the  docket,  rela- 
tive to  the  attachment:  "Discontinued  without  costs." 

On  the  30th  of  May,  1829,  Oliver  obtained  from  Goodwin 
the  following  paper : 

"  Being  indebted  to  Robert  Oliver,  of  Baltimore,  upwards 
of  nine  thousand  dollars,  I  hereby  assign,  transfer,  and  make 
over  to  the  said  Robert  Oliver,  in  payment  of  my  debt  to 
him,  the  following  objects,  n'hich  were  assigned  to  him  many 
years  ago,  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  said  debt  due  by  me, 
to  wit,  all  my  undivided  ninth  part,  and  right,  title,  and  in- 
terest of  every  kind  whatsoever,  in  the  claim  on  the  govern- 
ment of  Mexico  for  supplies  furnished,  and  advances  made, 
to  the  late  General  Mina,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  and  which 
claims  are  under  the  control  of  the  said  Robert  Oliver  and 
his  agent,  John  Mason,  Jr.,  now  in  Mexico ;  also  a  claim  on 
H  certain  Louis  Merwin,  who  died  some  years  t^o  in  Havana. 
The  object  and  intention  of  this  assignment,  is  to  make  a  full 
and  complete  transfer  to  the  said  Robert  Oliver  of  all  my 
right,  title,  and  interest,  as  aforesaid,  for  which  said  Robert 
Oliver  has  agreed  to  balance  my  account  on  his  books,  and 
to  consider  the  same  as  satisfactorily  settled ;  and  I  hereby 
authorize  and  order  all  my  agents,  or  those  holding  any 
•tilSl  P**^^™  "^  attorney  or  instructions  from  me  'relative 
J  to  the  aforesaid  property,  to  account  with  the  said 
Robert  Oliver  for  the  same,  or  the  proceeds  thereof. 

"L.  GooDvn». 

*'  Baltimore,  May  80,  1829. 

"  Witness — John  Thomas. 

**I  confirm  the  above  agreement.         Robbbt  Ouveb." 
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This  claim  was  prosecuted  under  the  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico,  with  the  following  result: 

On  the  11th  of  April,  1850,  there  were  paid  to  Oliver's 
executors  (he  having  died  in  1834)  the  following  sums,  be- 
ing net  proceeds; 

On  account  of  Goodwin's  commisBions  .  .  .  $22,143.12 
"         «        "  his  share 86,110.47 


S57,25S.59 

In  November,  1850,  Deacon  filed  his  bill  against  the  execu- 
tors, alleging  that  the  answers  of  Oliver  were  untrue  and 
evasive,  by  means  of  which  deception  the  attachment  had 
been  discontinued;  that  at  the  time  when  it  was  laid,  Oliver 
had  under  his  control  the  evidences  of  debt  due  by  the  Mexi- 
can government;  that  so  far  from  having  a  mere  power  of 
attorney  from  Goodwin  to  collect  the  debt,  he  had  a  transfer 
of  the  claim  for  the  purpose  of  security,  which,  being  irre- 
vocable, was,  by  the  laws  of  Maryland,  the  subject  of  an 
attachment,  &c. 

The  executors  of  Oliver  answered,  and  upon  a  hearing  of 
the  cause,  the  Circuit  Court  dismissed  the  bill,  when  the 
complainant  appealed  to  this  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Davit  and  Mr.  HoTcard,  for  the  ap- 
pellant, and  Mr.  Campbell  and  Mr.  Johnson,  for  the  appellees. 

As  the  decision  rested  mainly  upon  one  point  of  the  case, 
namely,  that,  at  the  time  of  laying  the  attachment,  Oliver 
had  no  interest  which  was  attachable,  many  of  the  ai^nments 
of  counsel  upon  other  points,  are  omitted. 

The  following  extract  from  the  brief  of  Mr.  Davis  contains 
his  view  of  the  leading  points  of  the  case. 

1.  That  a  debt  due  by  a  foreign  or  domestic  government 
is  assignable,  passing,  by  insolvency,  to  executoi's  or  adminis- 
trators, and  liable  for  debts  of  claimant,  and  liable  to  all  the 
incidents  of  other  debte,  excepting  that  it  cannot  be  enforced 
by  suit.  Comegyt  v.  Vaste,  1  Pet.,  198,  215,  217 ;  Sheppard 
V.  Taylor,  5  Pet.,  676;  Plater  v.  Scott,  6  Gill  &  J.  (Md.), 
116 ;   Gorgier  v.  Mieville,  8  Bam.  &  C,  45 ;  10  E.  C.  L.,  16. 

2.  That  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Maryland  have  decided, 
"that,  by  the  local  law,  the  share  of  Lyde  Goodwin,  fc-iA 
now  in  controversy,  and  his  commissions,  did  not  pass  '- 

to  his  insolvent  trustee  in  1817,  because  then  under  the  ban 
of  the  public  policy  of  the  country;  but  that  after  the  de- 
crees of  19th  July,  1823,  and  28th  June,  1824,  of  Mexico,  it 
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beoame  a  fair  and  valid  debt,  due  by  the  Mexican  government, 
and  as  such  was  assignable,  and  did  pass  by  the  assignment 
of  Goodwin  of  1825,  and  30th  May,  1829. 

8.  That  the  Sapreioe  Court  have  pronounced  the  above  to 
have  been  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeals ;  and  that 
beiiiff  on  a  question  of  local  municipal  law,  not  involving 
any  law  of  the  United  States,  such  decision  could  not  be  re- 
viewed by  them.  Oill  v.  Oliver'a  Se'b,  11  How.,  529;  WU- 
liamt  V.  Oliver's  Hx'iy  12  Id.,  Ill,  126. 

4.  Thiit  the  award  of  the  Mexican  commission  and  the  de- 
cree of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  are  conclusive  upon  Robert 
Oliver's  representatives  and  in  our  favor,  of  the  nature  and 
origin  of  the  fund,  of  the  validity  and  assignability  of  the 
funds,  and  its  liability  to  all  legal  incidents  of  a  valid  legal 
claim,  from  1824  down  to  this  time.  Comegyt  v.  Vaaae,  1 
Pet.,  212 ;  Shevpard  v.  Taylor,  5  Id.,  708,  709,  713 ;  Frevall 
V.  Bache,  14  Id.,  97  ;  De  Vallingan  v.  Duffy,  Id.,  290,  291 ; 
Barrif  V.  PatUrttm,  6  Har.  &  J.  (Md.),  2(53,  204. 

II.  That  the  assignmeDt  of  1825  was  a  mortgage  on  the 
fund  to  secure  the  prior  debt  of  Croodwin  to  Oliver,  and  the 
^,000  then  advanced;  subject  to  which  Goodwin  remained 
owner  of  the  fund,  and  Oliver  was  accountable  to  hini. 

1.  This  appearB  from  Goodwin's  letter  to  Oliver,  11th 
January,  1825;  his  receipt,  15th  February,  1825;  Brown's 
assignment,  2lBt  March,  1825;  and  Goodwin's  receipt,  24th 
March,  1825 ;  and  the  assignment  of  30th  May,  1829. 

The  letter  did  not  propose  a  sale ;  there  was  no  estimate  of 
the  value  of  the  claim ;  Goodwin  considered  it  likely  to  be 
received  in  a  year,  and  looked  on  it  as  worth  f  20,000,  or  more. 

His  objects  he  said  were — 1st.  To  secure  a  debt  he  then 
owed,  but  if  it  were  a  sale  for  J2,000,  it  secured  nothing ; 
2d.  To  obtain  the  bare  means  of  support  for  the  present. 
He  then  plainly  looked  to  the  remainder  of  the  fund  as  bis 
support  for  the  future. 

"  The  additional  sum  I  shall  want  shall  not  exceed  $2,000," 
is  the  language  of  a  borrower,  and  implies  a  previous  loan 
now  to  be  added  to.  The  receipts  are,  on  account  of  bia 
share,  or  interest. 

The  assignment,  signed  by  Brown,  mentions  no  value 
given.  It  was  a  mere  precaution  to  preclude  a  possible 
claim.  The  assignment  of  1829,  May  30,  finally,  is  express 
0^1  C-,  and  decisive  as  *to  the  former  assignment,  being  for 
J  security  merely,  and  itself  purports  to  assign  and  re- 
linquish the  remaining  right  of  Goodwin.  It  recites  a  debt 
of  |9,000 ;  but  the  answer  shows  only  98,500,  including  the 
12,000.  So  it  continued  to  be  a  debt,  and  so  was  not  a  pay- 
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ment  on  a  sale.  If  it  were  a  Bale,  then  "  the  words  to  secure 
you  the  sum  I  already  owe  you,"  must  be  conBtrued  to  make 
tliat  sum  a  part  of  the  consideration  of  the  sale ;  and  it  also 
would  cease  to  be  a  debt.  If  it  were  a  sale,  then  the  assign- 
ment of  May  30th,  1829,  would  not  only  recite  a  falsehood, 
but  be  an  absurdity.  It  cannot  be  half  sale  and  half  mort- 
gage ;  a  sale  for  $2,000  and  a  mortgage  for  $6,000. 

The  assignment  of  1825  was  therefore  a  mortgage,  agreed 
by  the  act  of  the  parties  to  be  worth  $8,000,  and  considered 
by  Goodwin  worth  more  than  $20,000,  and  likely  to  be  paid 
in  cash  in  a  year. 

2.  That  Buch  an  assignment  is  in  law  a  mortgage,  or  security 
merely,  the  following  cases  prove :  1  Stoiy,  Eq,  Jiir.,  §  1018 ; 
1  Cruise  (by  Greenleaf),  tit.  16.  ch.  1 ;  Convayy.  Aferavder, 
7  Cranch,  218,  241 ;  ffvffheg  v.  Mduardg,  9  Wheat., 489 ;  Mor- 
ris V.  Nix(m,  1  How.,  118,  122,  123,  124,  126,  127,  ISO,  131 ; 
Dovgherty  v.  McCalgan,  6  Gill  &  J.  (Md.),  275,  280,  281. 

8.  ITiat  on  mortgage,  or  pledge,  or  transfer,  by  way  of 
security,  the  mortgagor  is  treated  as  the  Eubsfnnfial  owner, 
subject  to  the  lien  of  the  creditor.  His  right  to  redeem  is 
an  incident  inseparable.  It  may  be  assigned  or  pass  to  his 
representatives,  or  to  his  insolvent  trustee,  or  in  Imnkruptcj-, 
or  a  judgment  creditor  may  claim  to  stand  in  his  place  and 
to  redeem. 

This  priucii>le  applies  to  securities  of  chattels  as  well  as  of 
lands,  and  to  choses  in  action  as  well  as  to  either.  Morrit  v. 
Nixon,  1  How.,  123,  124,  126,  129;  5  Johns.  (N.  Y.),  845;  2 
Story,  Eq.  Jur.,  §S  1023,  1052;  Umigkerty  v.  McCaJgan,^ 
Gill  &  J.  (Md.),  281,  282 ;  Hvds&n  v.  Warner  ^  Vavee,  2 
Har.  &  G.  (Mtl.),  415 ;  Hartley  v.  RuMel,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.,  244 ; 
Milne  v.  Wahon,  2  Youtige  &  Col..  854,  362. 

III.  That,  therefore,  Lyde  Goodwin  retained  such  a  prop- 
erty and  interest  in  the  claim  on  Mexico,  after  its  assign- 
ment  to  Oliver,  as  was  liable  in  Rome  way  to  be  suhjeeted  lo 
the  payment  of  his  debts  by  judgment.  Being  an  equitable 
interest  in  a  chose  in  action,  it  could  not  be  subjected  to  the 
common-law  execution  ot  fieri  faciag. 

It  could  then  be  reached  by  one  of  two  processes  onW ; 
either,  1st,  by  attachment  in  the  nature  of  an  execution ;  2d, 
by  bill  in  equity  to  subject  the  surplus, 

Tlie  appellant  insists  that  it  could  be  subjected  by  either  of 
those  modes,  and  that  the  laying  the  attachment  was  a  fit 
preliminary ;  and  that  the  fraud  is  the  same  in  either  view. 

•1.  By  execution  of  attachment.  r*616 

a.  The  act  of  1715,  §  7,  gives  any  judgment  creditor   ^ 
of  any  persou  right,  in  lieu  of  any  other  execution,  to  sue 
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out  an  attachment  against  the  goods,  chattels,  and  credits,  of 
the  defendant,  in  his  own  hands,  or  in  the  hands  of  any  other 
person. 

The  policy  of  our  law  is  to  suhject  every  species  of  property 
to  execution.     Somerville  v.  Brown,  5  Gill  (Md,),  422. 

It  is  an  execution.     Baldwin  v.  Wright,  3  Gill  (Md.),  246. 

The  attachment  was  intended  to  cover  every  species  of  prop- 
erty not  liable  to  be  taken  by  fi.  fa.,  and  for  which,  before 
plaintiff  had  been  driven  into  equity  to  get  hold  of ;  and  that 
it  would  not  lie  where  a,Ji.fa.  lay.     For  example  — 

Fi.  fa.  lay  only  for  chattelB  held  hy  legal  title.  10  Gill  & 
J.  (Md.),  226,  261 ;  Harding  v.  Steventon,  6  H.  &  J.,  267. 
Attachment  covers  that  by  equitable  title. 

Legal  estates  in  land,  by  the  act  of  1732,  are  sold  on  fi.fa. 
Equitable  estates,  as  equities  of  redemption,  by  attachment, 
but  not  to  fi.fa.  Ford  v.  Philpot,  5  Har.  &  J.  (Md.),  312; 
5  Johns.  (N.  Y.),  336. 

Goods  consigned  to  merchants  who  had  lien  on  them  were 
not  liable  to  fi.  fa.,  but  were  to  attachment.  6  Har.  &  J.  (Md.), 
287,  268 ;  JVathan  v.  Giles,  .1  Taunt.,  558. 

The  lien  of  a  judgment  could  not  be  sold  on  fi.fa.,  but  the 
judgment  eonld  be  attached,  and  court  could  execute  it.  WeUi 
V.  Qkhelin,  1  Har.  &  M.  (Md.),  91. 

Surplus  money  in  sheritrs  hands  could  not  be  taken  onJLfa. 
but  might  by  attachment.  1  Har.  &  J.  (Md.),  546 ;  5  Id., 
312. 

Attachment  lies  for  a  credit  or  a  chose  in  action,  or  for 
stocks,  because  they  are  not  liable  to  fi~fa.     Evans,  Pr.,  364. 

But  chattels  in  defendant's  possession  were  not  liable  to 
attachment,  because  they  could  be  taken  hy  fi.fa.  8  Har.  & 
M.  rMd.),  594,  615,  616,  617. 

Thus  the  policy  of  the  attachment  law  was  to  give  a  resid- 
uary execution,  covering  every  case  not  before  covered. 
The  words  goods  and  chattels,  and  lands,  covering  interests 
in  lands,  and  goods  and  chatt«ls,  which  could  not  be  taken 
hy  fi.fa.  and  credits,  being  used  to  designate  every  thing  in 
the  nature  of  a  chose  in  action. 

h.  The  claim  ou  the  Mexican  government,  assigned  by 
Goodwin,  was  a  credit  of  Goodwin  in  the  hands  of  Oliver, 
and  80  liable  to  attachment  in  his  hands. 

The  statute  does  not  confine  the  attachment  to  credits  in 
the  hands  of  the  debtor,  but  extends  it  to  the  credits  of  the 
defendant  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff,  or  any  other  person. 

The  most  coranion  case  is  the  attaching  the  credit  in  the 
•^■iTi  'hands  of  the  debtor,  or  person  owing  the  money  tu 
""]  the  defendant. 
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But  the  act  does  not  define  the  Buhject-matter  on  which  the 
attachment  may  be  laid  by  any  reference  to  the  person  iu 
whose  hands  it  may  happen  to  be.  The  credit  is  the  thing 
attached ;  it  may  be  attached  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
any  other  person. 

May,  then,  a  credit  be  in  the  hands  of  any  person  but  the 
debtor,  who  himself  directly  owes  the  money  to  the  de- 
fendant? 

A  credit  is  a  right  to  demand  money  from  some  one.  It  is 
equivalent  to  the  legal  phrase,  a  chose  in  action —  a  thing  to 
be  sued  for. 

Now,  a  right  in  A  to  recover  money  from  B  for  the  use  of 
C,  is  matter  of  every  day  occurrence. 

If  D  have  judgment  against  C,  may  he  not  lay  an  attach- 
ment in  the  hands  of  A,  who  holds  a  credit  or  chose  In  action 
against  B  for  the  benefit  of  C,  especially  if  B  be  out  of  the 
State? 

2.  The  modem  law  recognizes  the  assignability  of  choses  in 
action,  operating  an  actual  transfer  proprio  vtyore  of  the  title 
of  the  chose  in  action,  or  credit,  from  the  assignor  to  the  as- 
signee, vesting  the  latter  with  all  the  rights  of  the  former,  the 
possession  of  the  evidences,  and  the  right  to  enforce  the  claim, 
as  effectually  as  a  bai'gain  and  a  sale  of  lands.  2  Story,  Eq. 
Jur.,  §  1057  ;  Comegy»  v.  Vmte,  1  Pet.,  213,  215,  217  ;  Svnvg 
V.  S.  a  Ins.  Co.,  8  Wheat.,  268 ;  Bohlen  v.  Cleveland,  6  Mason. 
174 ;  Harrison  v.  Sterry,  5  Cranch,  289,  800,  802 ;  Evans  et  al. 
V.  Merriken,  8  Gill.  &  J.  (Md.),  89,  46^9 ;  Ex  parte  South, 
3  Swanst,,  372,  378  ;  Conrad  v.  Atlantic.  Jn».  Co.,  1  Pet.,  386, 
441 ;  Black  v.  Zacharie,  3  How.,  483,  612. 

As  between  successive  assignments,  the  title  vests  accord- 
ing to  the  dates,  a  former  being  liable,  however,  to  be  post- 
poned to  a  latter  one  by  failure  to  notify  the  person  liable  to 
the  assignor  in  proper  time.  Anderson  v.  Tompkins,  1  Brock., 
456  ;  Sudton  v.  Warner  and  Vance,  2  Har.  &  G.  (Md.),  415, 
418,  427,  482 ;  Souston  v.  Nouland,  1  Gill.  &  J.  (Md.),  480, 
498 ;  Loveridge  v.  Cooper,  3  Russ.,  1 ;  Cooper  v.  Tynmore,  8 
Rubs.,  60;  3  How.,  483,  512. 

3.  By  the  assignment  of  1825,  therefore,  the  chose  in  action 
or  credit  belonging  to  Goodwin,  and  due  by  Mexico,  was 
vested  in  and  held  by  Oliver  for  tlie  benefit  of  Goodwin,  after 
paying  his  debt.  He  held  the  evidences,  the  sole  legal  right 
to  prosecute  and  control  it,  to  collect  and  receipt  for  it. 

To  refuse  to  apply  the  attachment  to  such  a  case,  is  to 
withdraw  from  its  reach  half  the  cases  it  was  provided  to 
remedy,  forcing  the  judgment  creditor  back  into  a  suit  in 
eooity:  e.  s.  all  coses  where  a  credit  or  chose  in  action  of  a 
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*ff1^1  Ji^^^S"^^"''  debtor  *is  in  the  hands  of  any  one,  except 
J  the  person  ultimately  liable  to  pay  the  money. 

A  consignee  has  sold  goods  aud  taken  notes  of  the  pur^ 
ohaser,  not  yet  due,  to  the  consignor.  The  goods  could  have 
Iteeu  attached— may  not  their  proceeds,  in  the  sliape  of  notes, 
in  the  hands  of  the  coiisiguee,  od  a  judgment  against  the  con- 
signor? 

Chattels  and  choses  in  action  are  assigned  in  trust,  the 
debtors  living  out  of  reach  of  process,  to  sell  and  pay  to  A  B. 
The  chattels  may  be  attached  in  the  hands  of  the  trustee — 
may  not  the  bonds  and  notes  be  attached,  so  aa  to  bind  the 
proceeds  when  collected? 

United  States  stock  is  held  by  a  trustee  for  A  B.  It  is  an 
obligation  to  pay  money  ;  may  the  stock — the  right  to  receive 
the  money,  not  merely  the  quarterly  instalnient,  be  attached; 
and,  if  so,  in  whose  hands  but  the  trustee's  ? 

So  stocks  of  all  non-resident  ci 'iiwrations  will  escaj>e  execu- 
tion, unless  they  be  attachable  in  any  hands  holding  the  cer- 
tificates for  the  i>er3on  entitled  to  receive  the  proceeds. 

The  stock,  like  the  debt,  is  a  credit,  the  money  payable 
ultimately  by  one  person ;  but  the  riglit  to  receive  it,  the 
title  to  it,  being  in  the  hands  of  a  third  party  for  the  owner, 
with  the  evidenvett  on  which  alone  it  is  payable.  It  is  case 
of  a  credit  in  the  hands  of  such  party,  and  may  be  attached 
there. 

The  very  point  has  been  decided  twice  in  Massachusetts. 
N.  K  M.  Ing.  Co.  V.  Chandler,  16  Mass.,  274,  279;  6  Mass., 
339,  342. 

The  MiLsstvchusetts  law  uses  the  words,  "  goods,  effects,  and 
credits,"  equivalent  to  "goods,  chattels,  and  credits."  At- 
tachment laid  on  goods  and  notes  fur  collection  in  the  gar- 
nishee's hands.     Erahine  v.  Staley,  12  Leigh  (Va.),  406. 

Or  put  the  ease  of  a  legacy  specific,  of  a  note,  or  chose  in 
action,  where  executor  is  here,  and  person  liable  on  the  chose 
in  action  beyond  process. 

c.  The  attachment  was  rightly  laid  in  Oliver's  hands,  for 
it  must  be  laid  in  the  hands  of  the  j>osse6sor  of  the  thing  at- 
tached.     Van  Brunt  v.  Pike  ^  Want,  4  Gill  (Md.),  270,  276. 

And  possession  of  the  evidences,  together  with  the  assign- 
ment, vesta  the  possession  of  the  chose  in  action  in  transferee. 
Diarle  j.  Hall,  3  Russ.,  1 ;  Farmeri  Bank  of  Delaware  v. 
Bf-aiton,  7  Gill  &  J.  (Md.),  428,  429;  Qardner  v.  LocUan,  4 
Myl.  &  C,  129,  133;  Black  v.  Zacharie,  3  How.,  483,  512. 

That  Oliver  is  legiilty  chargeable  with  the  possession  of  the 
evidences  of  debt,  since  they  were  under  his  control,  and 
should  have  so  stat«d  it.  Morrioe  v.  Idvaby,  2  Beav.,  600; 
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Attorney-General  v.   Bailiff  of  E.  R.,  2  Myl.  &  K.,  85;   2 
Dan.  Ch.  Pr.,  259,  260 ;   Woods  v.  Mor»ell,  105,  107. 

*d.  That  the  money  had  not  been  actually  received,  ■-•J>iq 
was  no  obstacle  to  a  judgment  of  condeiiination,  with  '- 
a  stay  of  execution  till  it  siiould  be  collected ;  for  the  court 
has  power  to  modify  ita  judgments  and  process  to  suit  the 
exigency  of  each  case ;  e.  g.  where  property  is  subject  to  a 
lien,  to  have  it  ascertained  was  to  get  at  the  surplus.  David- 
eorCs  Lessee  v.  Beatty,  3  Har.  &  M.  (Md.),  694 ;  Pratt  v.  Law, 
9  Cranch,  456, 496 ;  Serg.  on  Attach.,  91,  94 ;  2  Rawle  (Pa.), 
227. 

And  where  laid  in  the  hands  of  a  debtor,  on  a  debt  not  yet 
due,  no  plea  of  nulla  bona  is  allowed  ;  but  condemnation  va 
given,  and  execution  stayed  till  debt  due,  Somermlle  v. 
Broum,  5  Gill  (Md.),  S99;  Serg.  on  Attach.,  101, 102, 109. 

Or  where  papei-s  detained  abroad.  4  Dall.,  258 ;  2  Bino. 
(Pa.),  453;  Serg.  on  Attach.,  145. 

So  the  court  could  have  condemned  Goodwin's  interest,  and 
either  have  sold  it  or  evited  its  collection. 

e.  That  the  attachment,  by  way  of  execution,  applies  to 
all  judgments,  without  regard  to  the  residence  of  the  defend- 
ant.    1  D.  L.  M.,  22,  23  ;  Act  1715,  cli.  40. 

1.  The  operative  words  of  the  section  giving  the  remedy 
are  of  the  widest  possible  scope. 

2.  The  use  of  the  word  "  absent "  before  defendant,  occurs 
only  iu  the  last  clause  of  the  section  requiring  notice  o£  the 
garnishee. 

S.  They  only  create  a  doubtful  implication,  which  is  not 
sufficient  to  limit  the  univei'sality  of  the  enacting  words. 

4.  This  section  expressly  dispenses  with  the  prerequisites 
prescribed  iu  tlie  1st  and  2d  sections,  providing  for  the  protec- 
tion of  absent  defendants. 

5.  The  5th  section  of  the  act  implies,  that  an  attachment 
may  be  levied  on  the  goods  of  a  resident.  (Printed  out  of 
place,  1  D.  L.  M.,  768.) 

6.  The  oldest  forms  of  attachment,  by  w^  of  executions, 
apply  to  residents.  2  Harris's  Entries,  611 ;  2  Evans's  Harris, 
877. 

7.  The  defendant  must  have  been  in  the  State  before  judg- 
ment could  have  been  recovered ;  yet  2d  section  prescribes 
noway  to  show  the  removal. 

8.  The  law  of  1881,  ch.  321,  is  declaratory,  and  not  bind- 
ing; the  United  States  courts  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  raise 
an  implication,  so  as  to  do  by  construction  what  it  could  not 
do  by  enactment. 
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9.  It  contraveites  the  whole  purpose  aud  policy  of  the  at- 
tachmeDt,  by  way  of  execution. 

/,  If,  therefore,  the  couit  think  the  assignment  of  1826,  or 
any  assignment  before  October,  1826,  covered  the  commis- 
Bions  on  the  Mervin  claim,  they  are  covered  by  the  above 
reasoning. 

•fi201  *But  if  not,  yet  Oliver,  holding  possession  of  the 
^  evidences,  the  right  to  receive  the  proceeds,  and  being 
the  party  directed  to  pay  Goodwin,  he  held  Goodwin's  claim 
to  the  commissions  as  agent,  siifliciently  to  make  him  a  fit 
garnishee,  as  having  that  credit  in  his  hands. 

Though  the  court  doubt  as  to  the  commissions  and  Mervin 
debt,  that  will  not  affect  the  mortgage  of  the  share  in  the 
company. 

This  fund  could  have  been  reached  by  bill  in  equity. 

(a.)  A  bill  in  equity  is  competent  to  compel  ^e  applica- 
tion of  the  equitable  property,  the  choses  in  action  and  equities 
of  redemption  of  a  judgment  debtor  which  cannot  be  reached 
hy  fi.fa.  to  thesatislactionof  the  judgment.  Scott  \.  Scholly, 
8  East,  467,  508,  509 ;  Clayton  v.  Anthony,  6  Rand.  (Va.), 
285 ;  Dald  v.  Qeiger,  2  Gratt.  (Va.),  112 ;  Halley  v.  WilliamK^ 
\  Leigh  (Va.),  140 ;  Hadden  v.  Spader,  20  Johns.  (N.  Y.),  654, 
563,  564,  568;  2  J.)hns.  (N.  Y.)  Ch.;  McBermott  v.  Strong, 
4  Id.,  687,  690,  692;  Bayard  v.  Hoffrnan,  Id.,  460;  Spader  \. 
Davis,  6  Id.,  280;  Hallett  v.  T/tompton,  6  Paige  (N.  Y.),  683; 
Griffith  V.  Fred.  County  Bank,  6  Gill  &  J.  (Md.),  424 ;  Bar- 
rit  ^  Ohauncey  v.  Alcock,  10  Id.,  251,  252 ;  McDonald  v.  Bank 
U.  S.,  2  Pet.,  107. 

(i.)  An  execution  is  usually  required  as  precedent  to  suit 
in  equity. 

The  attachment  was  such  an  execution.  Even  if  no  con- 
demnation could  have  been  had  under  it;  yet  neither  can  an 
equitable  interest  in  chattels  or  land  be  sold  under  a  fi.fa.  at 
common  law.  But  the /./a.  is  held  to  bind  them,  and  a  bill 
lies  in  equity  to  sell  them. 

So  here,  the  attachment  was  the  most  appropriate  form  of 
execution  to  bind  an  interest,  in  the  nature  of  a  credit  or  chose 
in  action,  as- preliminj-ry  to  a  bill  in  equity,  to  have  it  applied 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment. 

(c.)  To  this  proceeding  the  facts  of  the  assignment,  by  way 
of  mortgage  to,  and  the  possession  of  the  evidences  by  Oliver, 
were  as  essential  as  to  the  sustaining  of  the  attachment. 

The  untrue  denials  in  the  answers  of  Oliver  equally  misled 
the  plaintiff  to  the  abandonment  of  his  remedy. 

The  fraud  gives  the  plaintiff  an  equal  equity  now  to  call  on 
662 
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the  court  to  do  him  justice  by  subjecting  the  fund  to  his  judg- 
ment, after  paying  Oliver  his  debt  and  expenses. 

The  points  raised  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellees  were  as 
follows : 

The  theory  of  the  bill  is,  that  the  appellant  had,  by  the  at- 
tachment on  the  judgment  of  himself  and  co-plaintiffs,  entitled 
himself  to  condemnation  of  Goodwin's  funds,  alleged  to  be  in 
•Oliver's  hands  as  garnishee,  and  that  Oliver,  by  his  rtant 
false  and  fraudulent  answers,  having  deprived  him  of  ^ 
his  legal  right  to  such  condemnation,  equity  will  compel 
Oliver's  estate  to  pay  the  money  which,  but  for  his  uncon- 
scientious conduct,  would  have  been  recovered  at  law. 

A  right  to  condemnation,  then,  as  against  Oliver,  and  the 
loss  of  that  right  through  his  fraud  and  falsehood,  are  essen- 
tial, on  the  appellant's  own  showing,  to  hie  success. 

Neither  of  these  elements  are  found  in  the  case,  as  it  ap- 
pears on  pleadings  or  proofs. 

1st.  The  attachment  was  issued  against  law,  and  would,  at 
the  tiial,  (which  never  came  on,  because  the  plaintiff  in  the 
attachment  discontinued  it,)  have  been  quashed,  and  is  there- 
fore to  be  regarded  as  void.  Act  of  Maryland,  1715,  chap. 
40,  §  6  i  Watert  ^  Caton,  1  Har.  &  M.  (Md.),  407  ;  Harden 
^  Mooret,  1  Har.  &  J.  (Md.),  4. 

2d.  The  attachment  was  irregular  and  void  for  another 
reason ;  that  the  act  of  1715,  (above  referred  to,)  and  adopted 
by  the  100th  rule  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Maryland,  authorized 
no  such  writ  in  the  case  of  a  resident  defendant.  Act  of 
18S1,  chap.  821. 

8d.  But  conceding  the  attachment  to  have  been  regular,  it 
could  only  take  the  "  lands,  tenements,  goods,  chattels,  or 
credits,"  of  Goodwin,  in  Oliver's  hands,  (see  Writ,  19,  20,) 
and  there  being  none  of  these  things  in  his  hands,  there  was 
nothing  to  attach,  and  of  course  nofliing  to  condemn.  Houa- 
ton  4-  NoKland,  7  Gill  &  J.  (Md.),  480 ;  Meeker  and  Wilton, 
1  Gall.,  419;  Act  of  Maryland,  1810,  ch.  160  ;  Ford  S-  Phil- 
pot,  S  Har.  &  J.  (Md.),  §12;  Campbell  ^  Morrit,  3  Har.  & 
M.  (Md.),  535 ;  9  Cranch,  477. 

4th.  If  there  was  any  thing  in  Oliver's  hand  at  tlie  time  of 
the  attachment,  it  was  only  Goodwin's  claim  on  the  govern- 
ment of  Mexico,  for  assistance  rendered  to  Mina,  in  bis  at- 
tempt to  revolutionize  Mexico  when  a  province  of  Spain,  in 
violation  of  our  neutrality  acts;  and  such  a  claim  has  been 
decided  by  the  Maryland  courte,  in  the  case  of  Goodwin's 
trustee  argainst  these  appellees,  to  be  of  suob  a  character  that 
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the  law  of  Maryland  will  not  recognize  its  existence,  and  of 
course  no  condemnation  could  be  had  of  it. 

5th.  The  diBContinuance  of  the  attachment  was  the  vol- 
ontary  act  of  the  appellant ;  and  as  he  was  not  bound  by 
Oliver's  answers  to  the  interrogatories  in  attachment,  but 
might  have  tested  their  truth  by  bringing  the  attachment  to 
trial,  his  failure  to  proceed  at  law  gives  him  no  right  to  corae 
into  equity, 

6th.  Oliver's  answers  were  true.  Goodwin's  share  in  the 
Mexican  Company  was  assigned  to  Oliver  absolutely  in  1825, 
*<^221  *^^^  "^  interest  therein  remained  in  Goodwin  at  the 
■•  time  of  the  attachment.  Goodwin's  interest  in  hia  com- 
missions and  his  claim  on  Mei'vin  were  not  assigned  to  Oliver 
till  May,  1829,  nearly  two  years  after  the  answers,  and  at  the 
time  oi  the  attacliment  Oliver  had  no  interest  whatever  in 
either  of  these  clums. 

Mr.  Justice  6RIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Without  attempting  to  give  a  history  of  the  facts  of  this 
case,  as  exhibited  in  the  pleadings  and  proofs,  or  noticing  all 
the  objections  of  the  equity  of  the  bill,  we  think  there  are  two 
of  its  charges  or  allegations,  on  which  its  whole  equity  rests, 
and  which  the  complainant  has  failed  to  substantiate. 

1  That  there  were  in  the  hands  of  Robert  Oliver  at  the 
time  the  attachment  was  laid,  any  chattels,  riehts,  or  credits 
of  Lyde  Goodwin,  "  which  were  bound  by  said  attachment." 

2.  That  Robert  Oliver  was  guilty  of  falsehood  or  fraudulent 
concealment  of  facts,  in  his  answers  to  the  interrogatoriea 
proposed  to  him  as  garnishee  in  the  attachment. 

In  1816,  and  previous  to  his  insolvenoy,  Lyde  Goodwin 
had  become  a  shareholder  in  the  Baltimore  Mexican  Company, 
to  the  extent  of  one  ninth  part.  This  company  had  furnished 
means  to  General  Mina  to  fit  out  a  warlike  expedition  gainst 
Mexico,  then  a  dependency  of  Spain.  The  expedition  of  Mina 
had  &iled,  and  he  had  perished  with  it.  The  transaction  of 
the  company  was  illegal,  and  punishable  as  a  misdemeanor, 
with  fine  and  imprisonment.  The  contract  was  therefore  void 
in  law,  and  could  not  be  the  foundation  of  any  debt,  nor  could 
the  stock  thus  created  be  treated  in  law  as  a  thing  of  value; 
and  &om  the  uncertainty  of  its  future  prospects,  its  value  in 
the  market  was  little  better.  It  was  merely  possible  that 
Mexico,  if  successful  in  her  struggle  for  independence,  might, 
at  some  future  day,  assume  the  payments  of  the  debtA  con- 
tracted by  Mina,  and  if,  as  it  was  possible,  or  perhaps  probable, 
that  at  some  day  still  further  in  the  future  the  payment  may 
be  obtfuned.  Goodwin's  title  in  this  possibility  or  expectancy, 


DECEMBER  T£RH,  1852. 


Deftcon  v.  Oliver  et  b1. 


or  whatever  it  migtit  be  called,  was  supposed  to  have  passed 
to  Brown,  his  aseiguee,  under  the  insolvent  act.  Afterwards, 
in  1824,  Mexico  having  achieved  her  independence,  passed  a 
decree  promising  to  acknowledge  "the  debts  that  may  be 
proven  to  have  been  contracted  for  the  service  of  the  natiou 
by  the  Generals  declared  bene  meritos  de  la  patria,"  of  whom 
Mina  was  one.  This  renewed  the  hopes  of  tne  company,  that 
possibly  something  might  be  recovered  hereafter  on  this  pledge 
of  the  Mexican  government ;  and  Robert  Oliver  was  appointed 
attorney  ou  the  part  of  the  company  to  prosecute  their  claim. 
Lyde  Goodwin  'being  in  actual  want  of  the  means  of  r»g2S 
subsistence,  persuaded  Robert  Oliver  to  advance  him  L 
the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  and  take  a  transfer  from 
Brown,  his  insolvent  trustee  of  thi^  claim,  as  security. 

In  this  situation  of  affairs,  the  attachment  of  Baring, 
Brothers  &  Co.  was  served  on  Robert  Oliver,  as  garnishee  of 
Lyde  Goodwin,  in  1827.  Now  it  is  admitted  that  Oliver  was 
a  creditor  of  Lyde  Goodwin,  and  not  a  debtor.  Hia  power  of 
attorney  put  him  in  possession  of  nothing  which  could  be 
attached  as  the  property  of  Goodwin.  The  insolvent  assign- 
ment was  supposed  to  have  vested  Goodwin's  interest  in  this 
expectancy,  in  Brown.  If  it  did  ui>t  do  so,  as  has  since  been 
decided,  Oliver  had  no  title  to  Goodwin's  cliuin.  And  if  it 
did,  and  if  Oliver  held  it  merely  as  a  security  for  the  sura 
advanced  by  him,  the  equitable  assignment  taken  as  such 
security,  was  his  own ;  it  was  but  au  instrument  to  obtain 
satisfaction  for  his  debt ;  it  conferred  nothing  but  a  right  in 
equity.  Whether  it  was  valid  or  invalid,  absolute  or  defeas- 
ible it  did  not  constitute  him  a  debtor  of  Lyde  Goodwin,  or 
put  him  in  possession  of  any  of  his  credits  or  effects,  so  as  to 
subject  him  to  an  attachment  as  Goodwin's  garnishee.  It 
was  not  till  after  the  death  of  Robert  Oliver,  and  more  than 
ten  years  after  the  attachment  of  complainant  was  discon- 
tinued, that  the  United  States  made  the  Convention  of  April, 
1889,  with  Mexico,  under  which  Commissioners  were  ap- 
pointed, before  whom  this  claim  of  the  Baltimore  Company 
was  proved,  and  acknowledged  by  Mexico  as  a  just  debt. 
Then  for  the  fii'St  time,  this  uncertain  claim  or  equity,  as- 
sumed the  form  of  a  credit,  and  an  existence  as  a  legal  chose 
in  action.  But  in  that  character  it  never  existed  in  the  hands 
of  Robert  Oliver.  If,  at  the  time  the  attachment  was  served 
on  him,  the  claim  of  Lyde  Goodwin  had  existed  as  a  debt  doe 
him  by  a  citizen  of  Maryland,  and  Oliver  held  an  equitable 
transfer  either  absolute  or  defeasible,  it  is  abundantly  evident 
that  the  proper  person  to  be  mode  garnUhee  in  an  attaobment, 
would  have  been  the  debtor,  not  the  equitable  claimant  of 
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the  debt.  He  has  but  ao  ec^uity  or  a  bare  right,  but  what- 
ever it  is,  it  is  his  own,  and  his  claim  is  in  hostility  both  to 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  in  the  attachment. 

The  whole  foundation  of  the  conipIaiDant's  equity  in  this 
bill  rests  on  the  averment,  that  the  tntet'est  of  Lyde  Goodwin, 
whatevei'  it  was,  in  this  Mexican  claim,  "  was  bound  by  the 
attachment  laid  in  the  hands  of  Robert  Oliver,  as  garnishee." 
'fhe  Merwin  claim  not  having  been  assigned  till  after  the 
attachment  was  withdrawn,  need  not  be  noticed.  The  decis- 
ion of  this  point  against  the  averment  of  the  bill,  would 
dispose  of  the  case. 

But  as  we  think  of  the  charges  made  in  the  bill  against 

•6241  ^**^^'"*'  'Oliver,  of  false  and  fraudulent  concealment, 

-'  have  not  been   sustained,  it  is  due  to  the  memory  of 

one  who  always  sustained  a  high  reputation  as  a  merchant 

and  mau  of  honor,  to  notice  this  point. 

'  It  must  be  remembered  that  the  purpose  of  the  interroga- 
tories was  to  ascertain  whether  Oliver  had  iu  bis  hands  any 
credits  or  effects  of  Lyde  Goodwin,  subject  to  attaclinieiit ; 
and  also  that  Brown,  the  insolvent  assignee  of  Goodwin,  was 
aupposed  to  have  had  the  title  to  Goodwin's  interest  vested 
in  him.  The  legitimate  inquiry  was,  therefore,  not  whether 
Brown  had  abused  his  trust,  by  selling  or  mortgaging  the 
trust  property  for  the  benefit  of  Goodwin ;  or  whether  Oliver's 
claim  under  the  assignee  was  valid  or  not.  This  inquiry  was 
wholly  irrelevant  in  the  investigation,  under  the  attachment 
proceeding.  Nor  was  Oliver  bound,  in  that  investigation, 
to  make  any  disclosure  of  the  strength  or  weakness  of  his 
own  title,  which  was  hostile  to  that  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
discovery  sought,  was  not  of  Oliver's  equities,  but  of  Good- 
win's assets.  Oliver's  answers  to  the  interrogatories  were 
drawn,  no  doubt,  by  learned  counsel,  fully  aware  of  the  na- 
ture of  the  proceedings,  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  under 
them.  The  answers  were  strictly  true  to  the  letter.  The 
garnishee  had  not  in  his  hands,  "any  funds,  evidences  of 
debt,  stocks,  certificates  of  stock,  belonging  to  Lyde  Good- 
win, or  any  acknowledgment  by  the  Mexican  government  to 
said  Lyde  Goodwin,"  on  which  the  attachment  could  be  laid. 
What  claims  or  securities  he  himself  had  as  a  creditor  of 
Goodwin,  the  plaintiff  in  that  proceeding  had  no  right  to  in- 
quire, nor  was  Oliver  bound  to  answer.  If  he  liad  nothing 
which  the  plaintiff  could  attach,  it  was  no  fraud  on  plaintiff 
to  keep  his  own  counsel,  and  make  no  disclosure  as  to  the 
nature  of  his  own  securities. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  therefore  affirmed. 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1652. 


Be&con  v.  Oliver  H  si. 


This  cauae  came  od  to  be  heard  on  the  traneciipt  of  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Diatrict  of  Maryland,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  con- 
sideration whereof,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged,  and 
decreed,  by  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  the  said  Circuit 
Court  iu  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed,  wiUi 
costs. 
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The  reference!  ue  to  the  Stak  (*)  pagw- 

ABATEMENT. 

1.  It  ii  s  bad  mode  of  pleading,  to  noite  pleas  in  abatement  and  plea«  to 
the  meriu.  And  if  after  pleas  in  abatement,  a  defence  be  intetposed, 
going  to  the  merit*  of  the  controveriy,  the  gronndi  alleged  in  alntc- 
ment  become  therebj  immaterial  and  are  waived.  Sieppard  r.  Grnvti, 
606. 

3.  In  thi«  case,  aa  in  the  preceding,  it  it  dedded,  that  where  the  plaintiff 
arerred  enough  to  ihow  the  juriadiction  of  the  court,  and  the  defendant 
pleaded  in  abatement  that  the  plaEntiff  wu  disabled  from  bringing  the 
■nit,  on  account  of  residence,  it  was  incambent  upon  the  defendant  to 
■nitain  the  allegation  bj  proof.     Sana  v.  Same,  512. 

3.  Until  that  was  done,  it  was  not  neceeiar^  for  the  plaintiff  to  offer  any 

CTidence  upon  the  iubject.     !i. 
ADMIRALTY. 
1.  Where  a  coUuion  takes  place  between  two  veuela  at  eea,  which  is  the 
result  of  inevitable  accident,  without  the  negligence  or  fanlt  of  either 
party,  each  vessel  must  bear  ita  own  Iom.     SeinAiidt  t.  Ah,  6^ 
ANTE-NUPTIAL  CONTRACTS. 

See  ClUHCEav. 
APPEAL. 

See  Chahokrv. 
ATTACHNENT  LAW  OF  HARTLAND. 

1.  Under  the  attachment  taw  of  Marj'laDd,  a  share  in  the  Baltimore  Mexi- 
can Company,  which  had  fitted  out  an  expeilition  undur  General  Mina, 
was  not,  in  1827,  the  subject  of  an  attachment  under  a  judgment, 
whether  such  a  share  was  held  bj  the  garnishee  under  a  power  of 
attomcf  to  collect  the  proceeds,  or  under  an  equitable  assignment  to 
secure  a  debt.  Dtaean  v.  Oliner,  610. 
S.  The  answcra  of  the  garnishee  to  interrogatories  filed,  were  literally  cor- 
rect. He  had  not  in  his  hands  any  "funds,  evidences  of  debt,  stocks, 
certificates  of  stock,"  belonging  to  the  debtor,  nor  "any  acknowledg- 
ment br  Che  Mexican  government,"  on  which  an  attachment  conld  be 
laid.  lb. 
BILLS   AND   NOTES. 

See  CoKMBBoui.  Li.w. 
CHANCERY. 

I.  An  appeal  will  not  lie  to  this  court  from  a  refnsat  of  the  coart  below  to 
open  a  prior  decree,  and  grant  a  rehearing.  The  decision  of  this  point 
rests  entirely  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court  below.  Wglit  v. 
Co«,  1. 
S.  The  case  of  Braekett  v.  BnKkra  (2  How.,  240)  explained.  lb. 
8.  Two  appeals  havini^  been  taken,  one  from  the  original  decree,  and  the  other 
from  the  refusal  to  open  it,  the  latter  must  be  dismissed,  and  the  case 
stand  for  hearing  upon  the  first  appeal,     lb. 

4.  A  motion  for  a  mandate  npon  the  coort  below,  to  carry  the  decree  Into 

e^MmtioD,  oTerroled.    li. 
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5.  A  reargument  of  a  caae  decided  by  this  coort  will  not  be  granted,  onleM 

a  member  of  tlic  court,  who  concurred  in  the  judgment,  desirei  it ;  and 
when  that  ii  the  ca«e,  it  wil[  be  ordered  without  waiting  for  the  appli- 
cation of  counsel.     BruTi  v.  Ai/iden,  25. 

6.  And  this  ii  go,  whetlier  tlic  dt'i^ree  of  the  court  below  was  affirmed  by  mi 

equally  divided  court  or  a  majority]   or  whether  the  cage  Is  one  at 
common  law  or  chancery.    lb. 
T.  The  rules  uf  tlie  English  Court  of  Chancery  have  not  been  adopted  by 
this  court.     Those  which  are  applicable  to  a  court  of  original  jariidic- 
tion,  are  not  appropriate  to  an  appellate  court     ib. 

8.  A  court  of  eiiuity  has  jurisdiction  of  a  bill  against  Ibe  adniiniEtrator  of 

a  deceased  debtor,  and  a  person  to  whom  real  and  pereonal  property 
waa  conveyed  by  the  deceased  debtor,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding 
creditors.     Hagan  v.  Walter,  29. 

9.  In  such  a  case  the  court  does  not  exercise  an  auxiliary  Jurisdiction  to  aid 

legal  proceis,  and  consequently  it  is  not  necessity  that  tlie  creditor 
should  be  in  a  condition  to  levy  an  execution,  U  the  fraudulent  obsta- 
cle should  be  removed.     Ib. 

10.  It  is  proper  to  make  a  prior  encumbrancer,  who  holds  the  legal  title,  a 

Sarty  to  the  bill,  in  order  that  the  whole  title  may  be  laid  under  the 
ecrec ;  for  the  purpose  of  inch  a  decree,  Ihe  prior  encumbrancer  is 
a  necessary  party ;  but  the  court  may  order  a  sale  subject  to  the  en- 
cntnbrance,  witbont  having  the  prior  encumbrancer  before  it,  and  in  fit 
cases  it  will  do  so.     Ib. 

11.  If  the  ptior  encumbrancer  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  or  cannot  be  joined 

without  defcflting  it,  it  is  a  fit  cause  to  dispense  with  his  presence,  and 
order  a  sale  subject  to  his  encumbrance,  which  wilt  not  be  affected  by 
the  decree.    /*. 

12.  Where  real  estate  is  in  the  custody  of  a  receiver,  appointed  by  a  court  of 

cluuiccry,  a  sale  of  the  property  under  an  execution  issued  by  virtue  of 
a  judgment  at  law,  is  illegal  and  void.     Wi»ra/I  v.  Somptori,  62. 

13.  The  proper  modes  of  proceeding  pointed  out,  to  be  pursued  by  any  per- 

son who  claims  title  to  the  property,  either  by  mortgage,  or  judgmeot, 
or  otherwise.    Ih. 

14.  Where  there  was  a  judgment  at  law  against  a  defendant  in  Missisaipi^, 

and  he  sought  relief  in  equity,  upon  the  ground  that  the  consideration 
of  the  contract  was  the  introduction  of  slaves  into  the  State,  uid  con- 
sequently illegal ;  a  court  of  equity  will  not  grant  relief,  becanse  the 
complainant  was  in  pari  delicto  with  the  other  party.  SampU  v.  Banta, 
70. 

16.  Moreover,  such  a  defence  would  have  been  good  at  law,  and  the  avei^ 
ments,  that  deception  was  practised  to  prevent  the  complainant  from 
making  tbe  defence,  are  not  sustained  by  the  evidence  in  the  cue. 
And,  further,  after  tbe  judgment,  the  complainant  gave  a  fortlicoming 
bond,  thus  recognizing  the  validity  of  the  judgment.    Ib, 

10.  Where  an  antenuptial  contract  was  alleged  to  have  been  made,  and  the 
affidavits  of  the  parties  claiming  under  it  alleged  that  they  never  pos- 
sessed or  saw  it ;  that  they  had  made  diligent  inquiry  for  it,  but  were 
unable  to  learn  its  present  existence  or  place  of  existence ;  that  inquiry 
had  been  made  of  the  guardian  of  one  of  the  children,  who  said  tbst  he 
had  never  been  in  possession  of  it,  and  did  not  know  where  It  was ;  that 
inquiry  had  been  made  at  the  recording  offices  in  vain,  and  that  the 
al&nts  believed  it  to  be  lost ;  secondary  proof  of  its  contents  ought  to 
have  been  admitted.    De  Lant  v.  Moon,  263. 

IT.  Whether  recorded  or  not.  it  was  binding  upon  the  parties.  If  recorded 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  statute ,  or  [f  reach  now  ledged  an^ 
recorded  afterwards,  notice  would  thereby  have  been  given  to  all  per- 
sons of  its  effect.    Ib. 

18.  If  it  was  regularly  recordeil  in  one  Stale,  and  the  property  upon  which  it 
acted  was  removed  to  another  Stale,  the  protection  of  tbe  contract 
would  follow  tlie  property  into  the  State  into  which  it  was  remoTed 
lb. 


CHANCERY— ( Continutd.) 

19.  But  where  iiu  Kuit  was  brougn   until  ei^ht  or  nine  yean  after  the  death 

of  the  huaband,  and  then  the  one  which  was  brought  wa«  dimiucd  for 
wftnt  of  proBcculion ;  anutlier  soit  againit  the  ezecnton  who  had 
diTided  the  properly,  comei  too  late.    lb. 

90.  A  court  has  a  right  to  set  aside  ita  own  jndgment  or  decree,  diimiuiiig 
a  bill  in  chancery,  at  the  came  tenn  in  which  the  judgment  or  decree 
waa  Kiidered,  on  diacorering  ita  own  error  in  the  law,  or  that  the  con- 
aent  of  the  complainanU  to  aucb  dittnJMal  wm  obtained  by  fraud. 
Don  V.  Tsatk,  288. 

SI.  A  Terdict  on  an  issue  to  try  whether  a  sale  waa  fraudulent,  finding  the 
■ame  to  be  fraudulent,  will  not  be  aet  aside  on  a  certificate  or  affldaiil 
of  Bome  of  the  jurora,  afterwards  made,  as  to  what  they  meant.    lb. 

22.  A  Chancellor  does  nut  need  a  verdict  to  inform  hia  conscience,  wlien  the 

answer  denies  fraud  in  ihe  abstract,  whilst  it  admits  all  the  facta  and 
circumatances  neceaaary  to  conatitute  it,  in  the  concrete.    lb. 

23.  Release*  given  by  the  complainants,  in   the  preaent  case,  decided   to 

cover  the  matters  in  controveray,  and,  tlierefore,  to  put  an  end  to  all 
claim  by  them ;  inasmuch  as  there  is  no  proof  that  they  were  obtained 
by  Iraad  or  circumvention.     Perkini  v.  Foamiqitet.  313. 

24.  Where  a  title  to  land  in  the  State  of  Coahuila  and  Texas  was  obtained  in 

1833,  by  a  mother  for,  and  in  the  name  of  her  daugliter,  and,  in  1836, 
the  fadier  of  the  daughter  conveyed  it  away  by  a  deed  executed  in 
Loniaiana,  this  deed  was  properly  aet  aaide  by  the  District  Court  of 
Texas.    Ho^  v.  Namnukin,  346. 

25.  It  was  not  eiecnled  eitlier  according  to  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  or  those 

of  Coahuila  and  Texas.    Jb. 

20.  Two  atatutes  of  Missiasippi,  one  paased  in  1843,  and  the  other  in  1840, 

provide  that  where  the  charter  of  a  bank  shall  be  declared  forfeited,  a 
trustee  shall  lie  appointed  to  take  puueseton  of  ita  effects,  and  coni- 
miBsioners  ahipuinted  to  audit  accounts  against  it.  Peiile  v.  Fhiupt, 
368. 

2T.  Where  these  steps  had  been  taken,  and  the  commissioners  had  refused  to 
allow  a  certain  account,  the  Circuit  Court  of  tlie  United  Suies  had  no 
right  to  entertain  a  hill  tiled  by  the  ercditora  to  compel  tiie  trusli-e  to 
pay  the  rejected  account.    There  was  a  want  of  jurisdiction,    lb. 

28.  The  cases  upon  this  point  examined.     lb. 

39.  A  cUum  by  the  trustee,  in  re«onvenlioD,  was  not  a  waiver  of  the  excep- 
tion to  the  jurisiliction.    lb. 

30.  A  will,  executed   in   1TT7,  which   dcviaed  certain   lands  in   Maine,  to 

trustees  and  their  heirs  to  the  use  of  liiuhard  (the  son  of  the  teatator) 
for  life,  remainder,  for  his  life  in  cnsc  of  forfeiture,  to  the  trustee  to 
preserve  contingent  remainders;  remainder  to  tlie  sons  of  liichard,  if 
any,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders;  remainder  to 
Richard's  daughter  Elizabeth  for  life;  remainder  to  trustees  to  pre- 
serve contingent  remainder*  during  her  life  ;  remainder  to  tlie  sons  of 
Elisabeth  in  tail, — did  nut  vest  the  legal  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the 
trustees.  The  life  estate  of  Richard,  and  the  contingent  remainders 
limited  thereon,  were  legal  estate*.      WrbEler  v.  Oonper,  489. 

31.  No  duties  were  imposed  on  the  trustees  which  could  prevent  the  legal 

estate  in  these  lands  from  vesting  in  the  cettiiU  que  uu;  and  although 
such  duties  might  have  been  required  of  them  relating  to  other  land* 
in  the  devise,  yet  this  circumstance  would  not  control  the  construction 
of  the  devise  as  to  these  landa.    Jb. 

32.  The  devise  to  EliEabeth  for  life,  remainder  to  her  sona  as  tenant*  in 

common,  ahare  and  share  alike,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  did  not 
give  an  estate  tail  to  Rlizabelh,  under  the  rule  in  Shellf/'t  nur.  Bat 
upon  her  death,  her  son  (the  party  to  the  luit)  took  as  a  purchaser,  an 
estate  tail  in  one  moiety  of  the  land,  as  a  tenant  in  coiiniinn  with  bi* 
brother.  lb. 
83.  One  of  the  conditions  of  the  devise  was,  that  this  party,  as  aoon  aa  h« 
should  come  into  poaiesilon  of  the  lands,  should  take  the  name  of  Uw 
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teit&tor.  But  u  he  had  not  7et  come  into  poHCMion,  u>d  it  wm  a 
condition  lubeequent,  ot  which  only  the  person  to  whoa  th«  lands  were 
d°Tued  over,  could  take  advautage,  a  non-compliance  with  it  was  no 
defence,  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  possesaion  of  the  land.    lb. 

84.  The  son,  taking  an  estate  taU  at  the  death  of  Elizabeth,  in  1846,  coald 
maintain  a  writ  of  entiy,  and  unlil  that  time  had  no  right  of  po«se*- 
sion.  Consequently,  the  adverse  possession  of  the  occupant  onlj 
began  then.    lb. 

35.  A  bill  in  chaocerj  will  not  lie  for  the  purpose  of  perpetnalty  enjoining  a 
judgment,  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  a  false  return  in  serving 
process  upon  one  of  tlie  defendants.  Itedres*  must  be  sought  io  the 
court  which  gave  the  judgment,  or  in  an  action  against  th«  marslud. 
Waiker  y.  UMlm,  684. 

80.  Moreover,  the  defendant  in  this  ca«e,  by  his  actions,  waived  all  benefit 
which  he  might  have  derived  from  the  false  return ;  and  no  defence 
was  made  on  the  trial  at  taw,  impeaching  the  correctness  of  the  catise 
of  action  sued  on,  and  in  such  a  case,  resort  cannot  be  liad  to  equjt]'  to 
supply  the  omission.    lb. 

87.  A  society  called  Separatiatii  emigrated  from  Germany  to  the  United 
Stales.  They  were  very  poor,  and  one  of  tliem,  in  1817,  purchased 
land  in  Ohio,  for  wliicii  he  gave  his  bond,  and  took  the  title  to  himself. 
Afterwards,  they  adopted  two  constitutions,  one  in  1619,  and  one  in 
1824,  which  they  signed,  and  in  1832  obtained  an  act  of  incorporation. 
The  articles  of  association,  or  constitutions  of  1819  and  1824.  contained 
a  renunciation  of  iDdividual  property.     Coettle  r.  BiaeUr,  660. 

38.  The  heirs  of  one  of  the  members  who  signed  these  conditions,  and  died 

in  1827,  cannot  maintain  a  hill  of  partition.    lb. 

39.  From  lUIT  to  1M19,  the  contract  between  the  members  and  the  person 

who  purchased  tlie  property,  vested  in  parol,  and  was  destitute  of  a 
cunsiJi-raliou.     No  legal  rights  were  vested  in  tlie  mcrnbeni.    Ih. 

40.  I'he  nnceslor  of  these  heirs  renounced  all  rif^lit  of  individual  property, 

when  he  signed  the  articles,  and  did  so  upon  tlie  consideration  that  the 
society  would  support  him  insickness  and  in  health;  and  this  was  deemed 
by  him  an  adequate  compensation  for  his  labor  and  property,  con- 
tributed lo  the  common  stock.    Ih. 

41.  The  principles  of  the  association  were,  that  land  and  other  property  were 

to  be  acquired  hy  the  members,  but  they  were  not  (o  be  veste<l  with  the 
fee  of  tlie  land.  Hence  at  the  death  of  one  of  tliem,  no  right  of  prop- 
erty descended  to  his  iioirs.     lb. 

42.  There  Is  no  legal  objection  to  such  a  partnership ;  nor  can  it  be  con- 

sidered a  forfeiture  of  individual  rights  for  the  community  to  succeed 
to  his  share,  because  it  was  a  matter  of  voluntary  contract.     lb. 

43.  Hor  do  Ihe  articles  of  association  constitute  a  perpetuity.    The  society 

exists  at  the  will  of  its  members,  a  majority  of  whom  may  at  any 
time  order  a  sale  of  the  property,  and  brrak  up  the  association.     lb. 

44.  Tlie  evidence  shows   iliat  they   are   moral,  religious,  and  industrious 

people.    lb. 

46.  Under  the  attachment  laws  of  Maryland,  a  share  in  the  Baltimore  Mexi- 
can Company,  wliicli  had  fitted  out  an  expedition  under  General  Mina, 
was  not,  in  1827,  the  subject  of  an  attachment  under  a  judgment, 
whether  such  share  was  held  hy  the  garnishee  under  a  power  of  attot^ 
ney  to  collect  the  proceeds,  or  under  an  equitable  assignment  to  secure 
a  debt.     Vearon  t.  Olirer.  610. , 

46.  The  answers  of  the  garnishee  Co  interrogatories  Died,  were  literally  cor- 
rect. He  has  not  in  his  hands  any  "funds,  evidences  of  debt,  stocks, 
certiflcates  of  stoi^,"  belonging  lo  the  debtor,  nor  "any  aclmowlcdg- 
ment  by  the  Mexican  gnvemment,"  on  which  an  attachment  could  be 
laid.  lb. 
COLLISION  BY  LAND  AMI  WATER. 
I.  Where  a  suit  was  brought  ngainst  a  railroad  company,  by  a  pet«OD  who 
was  injured  by  a  collision,  it  was  correct  in  the  conit  to  instnict  the 
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jury,  that  it  the  plaintilT  wua  litwfully  on  the  road,  at  the  time  of  the 
collision,  and  the  colhsion  and  consequent  injuiy  to  him  were  taiiscd 
hy  tite  gnisa  negligence  of  oiie  of  tlie  servants  of  the  defendants,  tlien 
and  there  empiojed  on  the  rooii,  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  notwith- 
ataiidiiif;  the  circumstuntes.  tliat  the  plointiH  was  a  stockholder  in  the 
company,  riding  by  invitation  of  tlie  President,  paying  no  fare,  aud  nut 
in  the  uauai  pnssen(jer  rata.  P.  *  R.  R.  It.  Co.  v.  Derby,  468. 
3.  And  also,  that  tlie  fact  tlint  the  engineer  hanng  the  control  of  the  col- 
liding locomotive,  was  forbidden  fo  run  on  that  track  at  the  time,  and 
had  acted  in  disobedience  of  such  fndera,  was  no  defence  to  the  ac- 
Ib. 


..  Under  a  policy  insuring  a; 

ratrv,  tJie  linderwritera  are  not  liable  to  rqiav  t< 

paid  by  him  to  the  owners  of  another  ve^el  and  car^,  suiJered  ii 


coltiaiun  occasioned  by  tlie  negligence  of  the  mafiter  or  mariners  of  the 
vessel  insured.     6en.  if.  Im.  v.  Shencood,  352. 

2.  A  potiCT  cannot  be  so  construed  as  to  insure  against  all  losses  directly 

referable  to  the  negligence  of  the  master  and  mariners.  l)ut  if  the  loss 
\i  caused  by  o.  penl  of  the  sea,  the  underwriter  is  rcstKiusible.  iilthough 
the  master  did  not  use  due  cnrc  to  avoid  the  peril,     th. 

3.  It  is  of  no  consequence  whether  the  date  of  a  promissory  note  be  at  the 

banning  or  end  of  it.     Skeppard  v.  Graves,  505. 

i.  Where  a  warehouseman  (rave  a  receipt  tor  wheat  which  he  did  not  receive, 
and  afterwards  the  <juantity  which  he  actually  had  was  divided  amongst 
the  respective  depositors,  an  action  of  replevin,  brought  by  the  assignee 
of  the  fictitious  receipt,  could  nut  be  maintained  when,  under  it,  one  of 
these  portimu  was  seized.     Jadcton  v.  IliUe,  5i5. 

5.  Evidence  uttered  to  show  tliat  the  wheat  in  question  wns  assigned  to  the 
defendant,  was  objected  to  bv  the  plaintiit  in  the  replevin;  but  such 
objection  was  properly  overruled.  The  plaintiff  had  sliown  nu  title  in 
hunself.     lb. 

0.  So,  also,  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  the  receiver  of  tlie  fictitious 
certificate  had  never  deposited  any  wheat  in  the  warehouse.     lb. 

7.  The  defendants  in  this  case  were  the  assignees  of  the  original  warehouse- 
man, and  were  not  responsible,  unless  it  could  be  shown  that  wheat  was 
fite<i,  which  had  come  into  tliel'  ------      ^'- 


deposite<i,  which  had  d 
CON^rrUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  A  Stale,  under  its  general  and  admitted  power  to  defuie  and  punish  of- 
fences against  its  own  peace  and  policy,  may  repel  from  its  bordera 
an  unaccephtble  pMiutation,  whether  paupers,  criuiinals,  fujrilives,  or 
Migrated  staves;  uid,  consequently,  may  punisli  lier  citizens  and  ollicis 
who  thwart  this  policy,  by  harboring,  secreting,  or  in  any  way  assisting 
such  fugitives.     Moore  v.  People  of  lUinoU,  13. 

8.  It  is  no  objection  to  such  legislation,  that  tlie  olTender  may  lie  liable  to 
punishment  under  the  act  <h  Congress  for  the  same  acts,  wlien  injurious 
to  the  owner  of  the  fugitive  slave,    lb. 

3.  The  case  of  Prigg  v.  Tke  Commonwealth,  of  Ptnnm/li<ania,  (10  I'etcra, 
530,)  presented  the  following  questions,  which  were  decided  by  the 

1.  That,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the 

owner  of  a  slave  is  clothed  with  entire  authority,  in  every  State  in 
the  Union,  to  seize  and  recapture  his  slave,  wherever  he  can  do  it 
without  illegal  violence  or  a  breach  of  the  peace. 

2.  That  the  government  of  the  United  States  is  ctotlied  with  appropriate 

authority  and  functioai  to  enforre  the  delivery,  on  claim  of  the  owner, 
ami  lias  properly  exercised  it  in  the  act  of  Cungreas  of  18th  Febnuuy, 
1703. 
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3.  That  any  State  law  or  ret^lation,  which  interruots,  impedes,  limits, 
embarraases,  delays,  or  poatponea,  the  ri^ht  <rf  the  ownn  to  the  im- 
mediate puMscssiuii  of  the  slikve,  and  the  mmiediate  command  irf  his 
service,  is  void,     lb. 
i.  This  court  has  not  deiideil  that  State  lepslatioD,  )D  aid  of  the  daimant, 
and  wliich  doea  iiot  directly  or  indirectly  delay,  impede,  or  fnistrate  the 
master  in  the  exerdsc  oF  liis  ri^ht  under  the  Constitutimi,  or  in  pursuit 
of  his  remedy  given  by  the  act  oF  Congress,  ia  void.     lb. 
5.  It  belonp  exdusively  to  the  politics!  department  of  the  gownunent  to 
recognize  or  to  refuse  to  recocnize  a  new  eovmunent  in  a  foragn  <»uii- 
tiy.  claiming  to  have  displaccil  tlie  old  andcstablished  a  new  ODe.    Ken- 
nrfJ  V.  Chamben,  38. 
0.  Until  the  political  department  of  the  goveriuneat  adatowledsed  the  in- 
dependence of  Texas,  the  Judiciary  were  bound  to  consider  the  tAA  mtkr 
of  things  as  having  continued,     lb. 

7.  While  the  povemment  of  the  United  SUtea  acknowledged  ita^  treaty  of 

limits  and  uF  amity  and  friendship  with  Mexico,  as  stm  subsisting  and 
obligafany,  no  citizen  oF  the  United  Statis  eould  lawfully  fmnish  sup- 
plies to  Texas  to  enable  it  to  carry  on  a  war  with  Mexico.     lb. 

8.  A  contract  mode  in  Cincinnati,  after  Texas  declared  itself  independent, 

hut  beFure  its  indcj)endence  was  acknowledged  by  the  United  States, 
whereby  tlie  comptunants  agreed  to  fumiah,  and  did  furnish  money  to 
a  General  in  the  Texan  army,  to  enable  him  to  raise  and  equip  troops 
to  be  emjiloyed  against  Mexico,  was  illegal  and  void,  and  cannot  M 
enforced  in  a  court  of  the  United  States.  lb. 
0,  The  circumstance,  that  the  Texan  officer  agreed,  in  consideration  of  these 
advonns  of  money,  to  convey  to  tliem  certain  lends  in  Texas,  of  which 
he  covenanted  that  be  was  then  the  owner,  will  not  make  the  contract 
valid,  when  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  it,  and  by  the  avemioils  in  the 
bill,  that  the  object  and  intention  of  the  complainants,  in  advancing  the 
.   money,  was  to  assu«t  Texas  in  its  militarv  operations,     lb. 

10.  A  contract  made  in  tlie  United  States,  at  that  time,  for  the  purchase  at 

land  in  Texas,  would  have  been  valid  even  if  the  money  was  afterwards 
used  to  support  liostilities  witli  Mexico.  But  in  this  case  it  was  not  an 
ordinaiy  purcha-se;  but  the  object  of  the  complainants,  as  avowed  in 
the  contract  and  the  bill,  was  to  aid  Texas  in  ita  war  with  Mexico,    lb. 

11.  The  contract  being  absolutely  void  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States  at 

the  time  it  was  made,  the  circumstance  that  it  was  valid  in  Texas,  and 
that  Te.\as  has  since  become  a  member  of  the  Union,  does  not  mtitle 
the  complainants  to  enforce  it  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States.    7b 

12.  No  contract  can  be  enforced  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  no  matter 

where  made  or  where  to  be  executed,  if  it  is  in  violation  d  tlie  laws  of 
the  United  States,  or  is  in  contravention  of  the  public  policy  of  the  gov- 
ernment, or  in  conflict  with  subsisting  treaties,     lb. 

13.  By  the  law  of  I'ennsylvaniii,  the  River  Delaware  is  a  public  navigable 

river,  held  by  its  joint  sovereigns  in  trust  for  the  public.  Rwime  v. 
Ddawate    &  Itarilan  Canal  Co.,   80. 

14.  Riparian  owners,  in  that  State,  have  no  title  to  the  river,  or  any  tight  to 

divert  its  waters,  unless  by  license  from  the  Statea.     lb. 

15.  Sudi  lirense  U  revocable,  and  in  subjection  fa>  the  supericH'  right  of  the 

State,  to  divert  the  water  for  public  improvranents,  either  by  the  State 
directly,  or  by  a  corporation  created  for  that  purpose.     lb. 

16.  The  proviso  to  the  provincial  acb  of  Pennsylvania  and  New  leney,  at 

ITTl,  does  not  operate  as  a  grant  of  the  usufruct  of  the  waters  of  the 
river  to  Adam  Hoops  and  his  assigns,  but  only  as  a  license,  or  toleration 
of  hw  dam.     " 

I,  by  the  laws  i 

I  nrporation 

purpose  of  canals,  or  improving  the  navigation,  so,  neither  can  be  sus- 
tain a  suit  against  a  corporation  created  by  New  Jeney  for  the  tmtat 
purpose,  who  have  taken  pqrt  of  the  waters.     /6. 
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18.  The  plaintifFii,  being  but  tenants  at  sufferance  in  the  usufruct  of  the  water 

to  the  two  Statea  wlio  own  the  river  an  teiuinti  in  <wninon,  are  not  in  a 
coDtlitii>ii  lo  <(uestion  tlie  r^tive  rigliln  of  ejlltcr  tu  use  ils  waters  witli- 
out  the  cuiiaeiil  at  tlie  utJier     lb. 

19.  This  case  in  not  inten<lcd  to  deeide  whether  a  first  lieense.  for  private 

emoluinenl,  can  support  an  action  ii|;iiinst  n  later  licensee  of  either  sov- 
N>eien  or  both,  who,  for  private  purposes,  diverts  the  water  lo  the  injury 
of  the  first,     lb. 

20.  The  eaaeot  League  V.  De  Young  •£  finxun,  (11  How.,  ISA,)  considered  and 

X'  \  establishetl.  79. 
the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1S4'!,  between  the  United  States 


and  Great  Itritain,  a  warrant  was  issuui  by  a  ™nunissioner,  at  tlie 
_)[)rehensioii  of  a  pers( 
IS  allef(cd,  had  committed  an  assault,  with  iLitcnt  to  murder,  in  Ireland. 


e  of  the  Itritish  G^nsul.  fur  the  ap^trchensioii  of  a  person  wito,  it 


'e  Kaiaa,  1 

fti.  The  person  being  arrested,  tJie  Commissioner  ordered  him  lo  be  o 
mitted,  for  the 
United  States. 

23.  A  habeai  eorput  w  .    .   .     . 

the  District  Jud^  prenidinf;,  ' 

inisscd.  and  the  |irrsoner  remanded  to  custody,     la. 

34.  A  petition  was  tlien  presented  lo  tlie  Circuit  JuJf^,  ut  his  chambeis,  ad- 
<lressed  to  the  Jusbces  of  the  Supreme  Courf,  and  prayuiR  for  a  writ  of 
habeaa  corpiu,  which  vfni  referred  by  tlie  Circuit  Judge,  after  a  hearing, 
to  the  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  in  bank,  at  tne  coDuoeocemeiit 
of  the  next  term  tliereof.     lb. 

S5.  At  the  meeting  of  the  court,  a  motion  was  made,  with  the  papers  and  pro- 
ceedings presented  to  the  Circuit  Jud!:;e  annexed  to  tlie  petition,  f<a 
writs  of  habea»  corjiut  and  ceriwrari  lo  bnn>;  up  the  defendant  and  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  baviiig  tlie  decision 
of  that  court  examined,     lb. 

20.  The  inotiou  was  reused;  the  writs  prayed  for  denied,  and  the  petition 
dismissed,    lb. 

27.  Where  the  Supreme  Court  of  a  Stale  certified  lliat  lliere  was  "drawn  in 
questbn  the  validity  of  statutes  of  tiie  State  of  Ohio,"  &c.,  witliout 
naming  the  statutes,  this  was  not  enough  to  give  jurLvliction  to  this 
court,  under  the  25lii  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  Lamb  v.  Waliar, 
U9. 

2S.  Nor.  in  this  case,  would  the  court  have  luul  jurisdiction  if  the  statutes 
had  been  named,  because. — 

29.  In  1816,  the  Lt^'isluture  of  Ohio  passed  an  "act  to  prohibit  the  issuing 
and  circulation  of  unauthorised  bank  paper,"  and,  in  1839,  an  net 
amendatory  thereof;  and  the  question  was,  whether  or  not  a  canal  com' 
pany,  incorporated  in  1837,  was  subject  to  these  acts.  In  deci<ling  tlint 
it  was.  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  only  gave  a  construction  to  an  act 
of  Ohio,  wliich  neitlier  of  itself,  nor  by  its  application,  involved  in  any 
way  a  repuftnancy  to  tlie  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  by  impair- 
ing the  obligiilion  of  a  contract. 
The  case  of  the  dommerciai  Itimi  a 
tort  (5  How.,  817),  examined  oni 

31.  The  State  of  Texas  was  admitted  into  the  Union  on  the  eiHh  of  Decemlier, 
181S,  and  from  that  day  the  U«rs  of  the  United  Statea  were  extended 
over  it.     CaiJnn  v.  Coct-e.  887. 

82.  Consequently,  on  the  30th  of  January,  IBM,  the  revenue  laws  of  Texas 

were  in  force  there,  and  eoods  seised  for  a  non-compliance  with  those 
laws,  were  illejfally  seizeil.     lb. 

83.  In  1604,  Congress  passed  an  act  (8  Stat  at  L.,  877),  "making  provision 

for  the  dispoHal  of  the  pulilic  lands  in  the  Indiana  Territory,  and  for 
other  purposes."  in  wliich  it  reiierved  from  sale  a  township  in  each  one 
of  three  districts,  to  be  locateil  by  the  Secretary  of  tlie  Treasury,  for 
the  uae  of  a  seminary  of  learning.     TnuUea  Ac.  v.  InJdana,  260. 
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$i.  In  1806,  Ihe  Hecrctary  of  tlie  Treasury  loraled  a  particular  township  ia 
tlie  Viiir^nnca  tlistrict.  for  the  use  of  tlmt  district:  iu>'l  wlien.  in  Itl06, 
the  territorial  (^vernmcnt  incoqxjmtcd  a  "Uoani  of  Trustees  of  the 
Vinccnnes  University."  tlie  gmnt  iiuidc  in  ISM  Bttoclied  to  thb  Board, 
although  for  the  two  preceding  years  there  had  been  no  gmntee  Id 
existence,     lb, 

35.  Under  the  ordinance  of  17ftT,  made  nnnlicable  lo  Indiana  by  an  act  of 
Congress,  the  lerrilorial  Rovernincnt  «  Lidiaim  had  power  to  pass  this 
act  oiF  incoqionition.    lb. 

S9.  The  languuoe  oT  tlic  act  of  Congress,  by  wliicli  Indiana  was  admitted 
into  the  Union,  did  not  vest  tlie  above  towiisliip  iu  tlie  legislature  of 
the  Stale,     lb. 

37.  The  Board  of  Trustees  of  tlie  University  was  not  a  public  eorptwation, 

and  had  no  political  powers.  The  donaU'un  of  land  for  its  support  was 
like  a  donation  by  a  private  individual;  and  tlie  Iq^lature  of  the  State 
could  not  rightfully  exerdse  any  power  by  which  the  tnist  was  ddeated. 

38.  In  1848,  the  Lef^lature  of  Maine  jMisscd  on  act  declaring  that  no  real 

or  mi;ced  action  should  be  commenced  or  maintained  against  any  per- 
son in  poiiscssion  of  laiidn.  where  such  person  had  been  in  actual  pos- 
session for  more  tlian  forty  years,  daiming  to  hold  the  sanic  in  hit  own 
right,  and  which  possession  sliould  have  been  ailverse,  open,  peacealde, 
notorious  and  excluMve.  This  act  wai  passed  two  yeare  after  the  suit 
was  comntenecd,     iVebttcr  v.  Cooper,  +89. 

39.  The  effect  of  tliis  act  was  lo  make  the  seisin  of  the  occupant  during  tlie 

lifetime  of  Elizabeth,  adverse  against  lier  son,  when  Ik  liad  no  right  of 
Jiossession.    lb, 

40.  This  act,  which  thus  purported  to  take  away  property  from  one  man  and 

vest  it  in  another,  was  cuntrory  to  the  con.ititution  of  the  Stale  (it 
Maine,  as  expounded  by  the  hu;liest  courts  oF  law  in  that  State.  And 
as  this  court  looks  to  Ihc  derisions  of  the  courts  of  a  Stale  to  ex|ihiin 
its  statutes,  there  is  no  rcaiwn  wliy  it  sliould  luA  also  look  to  them  to 
expound  its  constitution.     lb. 

41.  The  River  Penobscot  is  entirely  witliin  tlic  State  of  Maine,  from  its  source 

to  its  inoutli.  For  tlie  lust  eight  miles  of  ib  course  it  is  not  navigitlile, 
Init  crossed  by  four  dams  erecte<l  for  manufacturing  purjHwes.  Iiigher 
up  the  stream  there  was  nn  imperfect  navigation.     Vroae  v.  i/iwr.  S^. 

42.  A  uw  of  the  State,  granting  the  exclusive  navigation  of  tlie  upper  river 

to  a  company  wlio  were  to  improve  it,  is  not  in  conflict  with  llie  8th 
section  of  the  1st  article  oF  the  Cunstitiilion  of  the  United  States,  and 
a  license  to  carry  on  tlie  coasting  trade  did  not  entitle  a  vessel  (o  navi- 
gate the  upper  waters  of  the  river.     lb. 
CONTRACTS. 

For  ante-nuptial  contracts,  see  CiiANCEiir. 
1.  It  bdongs  exclusively  to  tlie  polilimi  department  of  tlie  government  to 
tecogtuze  or  to  refuse  to  reci»i"i!*  a  new  government  in  a  foreign  coun- 
bj,  elaiminc  to  liaviiig  displaced  the  old  and  istablislted  a  new  one. 
Ketmett  v.  Chambera,  38. 
9.  Until  the  polilimi  dqiartineiit  of  tlie  govemmciit  acknowledged  the  inde- 
pendence oF  Tc^cas,  the  ju<Ii('iary  were  IxNind  lo  consider  tbc  old  order 
of  things  OS  having  continued,     lb. 

3.  While  tlie  government  of  tlic  United  States  addiowkdgcd  its  tiesty  t4 

limits  and  trf  amily  and  fricniUliip  with  Mexico  as  still  subsisting  and 
obligatory,  no  citizen  of  tlic  United  States  could  lawfully  fumisli  sup- 
plies to  Texas  to  enable  it  lo  carry  on  the  war  against  Mexico.     76. 

4.  A  contract,  made  in  Cincinnati,  afler  Texas  declared  itself  independent, 

but  before  its  inilepcmlence  was  acknowledged  by  the  United  Statea, 
whereby  the  complainants  agrecil  to  furnish,  and  did  furnish  money  to 
a  General  in  the  Texan  nnny.  to  enable  him  to  raise  and  equip  troops 
to  he  emplcyeii  ag-iins'  Mexico,  was  iHeg.\l  and  void,  and  caiinat  l>e  en- 
foTceid  in  a  court  of  tlie  United  States,    lb. 
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5.  Tbe  circumstance  that  the  Teican  officer  a/^recd,   in  consideration  <^ 

these  advances  of  money,  to  convey  to  tliem  certain  lands  in  Tcxaa,  of 
wliicb  lie  mvcnsntiiil  tltut  he  wn.1  then  the  owner,  wilt  not  mnkc  tJie 
contract  valid  when  it  appears  upon  tltc  face  erf  It.  and  by  the  aver- 
ments in  the  bill,  tliat  the  object  anil  intention  of  tiie  eomplainanLs  in 
advandnc;  the  money  was  to  assist  Texas  in  its  milital?  tnerations. 
76. 

6.  A  contract  made  in  the  United  States  at  that  time  for  the  purchase  of 

land  in  Texas,  would  have  been  valid  even  if  the  money  was  nftcr^ 
wards  used  to  support  hostilities  with  Mexico.  But  in  tliis  case  it  was 
Dot  an  ordinary  purchase;  but  the  object  of  the  complainanta.  as  nvoncd 
in  the  contract  and  the  bill,  was  to  aid  Texas  in  its  wars  with  Mexico. 
lb. 
Thee 
tbel 

that  Texas  has  since  become  a  member  of  tbe  Union,  docs  nut  entitle 
the  complainants  to  enforce  it  in  the  courts  of  the  United  Stales,     lb. 

8.  No  contract  can  be  enforced  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  no  mnl- 
ter  where  made  or  where  to  be  executed,  if  it  is  in  violation  of  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  or  is  in  contravention  of  the  public  policy  (rf  the 
government  or  in  conflict  with  subsisting'  treaties,     tb. 

&.  Where  there  was  a  judgment  at  law  a^iurt  a  defendant  in  MLwissippl. 
and  be  sought  relief  in  equity,  upon  the  ground  tliat  the  cunsidcratiiin 
of  the  contract  was  the  introduction  of  slaves  into  the  State,  and  conse- 
quently illegal;  a  court  of  equity  will  not  grant  relief,  because  the  com- 
plainant was  in  part  delicto  with  the  other  party.     Sample  v.  Burnet,  70. 

10,  Moreover,  such  a  defence  would  have  been  good  at  law.  and  the  aver- 

ments, that  dec^tion  was  practiced  to  prevent  tlic  compLiinant  from 
making  the  defence,  arc  not  sustained  by  tlie  evidence  in  the  ca.se.  And, 
further,  after  the  judgiment,  the  complainant  gave  a  forthcoming  bund, 
thus  recofpiizing  the  validity  of  the  judgment.     lb, 

11.  In  1834.  Burden  obtained  a  patent  for  a  new  and  useful  improvement  in 

the  machbeiy  for  manufscturinj;  wrought  nails  and  spikes,  which  he 
assigned  to  the  Troy  Iron  and  Nnil  Factory,  and  also  rovmarileil  tli^it 
he  would  convey  to  that  company  any  improvement  which  he  miglit 
thereafter  make.     Troy  Iron  and  Nail  Faeiory  v.  Coming,  1»3. 

15.  In  1840,  be  made  such  on  improvement,  for  making  hook  and  hr.'ul- 

headed  ^ikes,  with  a  bending  lever,  which  he  assigned  to  the  Troy 
Iron  and  Noil  Factory,  In  IMS.     lb. 

13.  Before  this  last  assignment,  however,  viz.,  in  184,1,  Burden  nuulc  an 
agreement  with  Coming,  Homer,  and  Winslow,  in  wliiiji,  among  other 
things,  it  was  agrceil,  tliat  both  parties  might  thereafter  manufacture 
and  vend  spikes  of  such  kind  and  character  as  they  sow  fit,  notwith' 
standing  their  mnflictin^  claims,     lb. 

H.  Owinjj  to  the  peculiar  atlitu<fe  of  the  parties  tn  each  other  at  the  time  of 
making  this  agreement,  and  the  language  used  in  it,  it  cannot  lie  con- 
strued into  a  permission  to  Coming,  Homer,  and  Winslow,  to  use  the 
improved  mnchinery  patented  by  Bunlen  in  IRtO;  and  the  right  In  use 
it,  having  passed  to  the  Troy  Iron  anil  Nail  Factory,  a  perpetual  injunc- 
tion upon  Coming,  Homei,  anil  Winslow  will  be  decreed,     lb. 

16.  Where  the  marshal  of  tlic  District  of  (jilumbia  engaged  the  services  of 

a  clerk  for  a  stipulated  sum  per  annum,  and  tlie  service  continued  with- 
out any  new  agreement,  and  the  jury  were  instnicted  that  they  might 
imply  a  new  agreement  to  pay  tbe  clerk  at  a  different  rale.  tlliH  instruc- 
tion was  erroneous.  There  was  nothing  in  the  evitlencc  from  which  the 
jury  coul<l  imply  such  new  ugreemenL  NiOt  v.  Minor,  464. 
COPY-RIGHT. 

1.  Where  the  copy-right  of  a  map  was  taken  out  under  the  act  of  Congress, 
and  the  copperplate  cnj^ving  seimxl  and  sold  under  an  execution,  tike 
purchaser  did  not  acquire  the  right  to  strike  off  and  sell  copies  of  the 
mop.    Slepiieru  v.  Cad}/,  5'iH. 
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8,  The  court  below  decided  thai  an  injunrtion  to  prevent  surh  striking  off 
and  selling,  could  not  Uiue,  without  a  return  of  the  purchaae-moQe;. 
This  deckion  was  erroneous.     lb. 
3.  A  copy-right  is  a  "  property  in  notion,  nnd  has  no  corporeal  tangible  sub- 
stance," and  is  not  tlie  siibjcci  of  seizure  anil  sale  by  execution.     It  can 
be  Tcncfaed  by  a  creditor's  bill  in  chancery,  bnt  in  such  case,  the  court 
would  probably  have  to  decree  a  tranxfer  in  tlie  mode  pointed  out  in 
the  net  of  Congress,     lb. 
CUSTOMS. 

See  Ddtieb. 
DEED. 

1.  In  the  State  of  Ohio,  it  is  not  a  sufficient  detmption  of  taxable  lands  to 
say,  "Cooper,  James,  5  acres,  section  24.  T.  4,  F.  R.  1."     A  deed  maile 
in  consequence  of  a  .tale  for  tuxes  under  .TOch  a  description,  is  void. 
The  courts  of  Ohio  have  so  decided,  and  this  court  adi^ita  their  de- 
cision.    Raymond  v.  Longtoorik,  76. 
DEIAWAllE  RIVER. 
Sec  Pennhvlvania. 
DEVISES. 

See  V/iUB. 

DISrRlCT  OF  COLUMBIA. 

1.  For  some  of  the  principles  whidi  Rovcm  sureties  in  bonds  b^oie  tibe 
Orphans'  Court,  see  Ermi*  v.  Smi/ft,  400. 

8.  A  ma-ster  builder,  undertaker,  or  contractor,  who  undertakes  by  contract 
with  the  owner  to  erect  a  biiilding,  or  some  part  or  portion  thermf.  on 
certain  terms,  does  not  come  witliin  the  letter  or  iqiirit  of  the  act  of 
Congress  passed  Mart^h  i,  1B33.  (4  Stat  at  Large.  659.)  entitled  an  act 
to  secure  to  mechanics  and  others,  pajymcnt  for  labor  done  and  ma- 
terials fumislied  in  the  erection  of  builduiga  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 
Winder  v.  CaUmdl.  434. 
DOMICIL. 

].  General  Kosdusko  was  sojouminf;;  in  Switzcriand  when  be  died,  but  wm 
domiciled  in  France,  and  had  been  for  fifte«n  years.  Eimit  v.  Smith, 
401. 

8.  His  declarations  arc  to  be  received  as  proof  that  his  domicil  was  in  France. 
Such  dcdaratjons  have  alwa^'s  )>cen  received,  in  questions  of  domicil, 
in  the  courts  of  France,  in  ttiose  of  England,  and  in  the  courts  of  the 
Unitnd  States.    lb. 

3.  The  presumption  of  law  is.  that  the  domicil  of  origin  is  retained,  until 
residence  elsewhere  h.u  been  shown  by  him  who  all<^^  a  change  of  iL 
But  residence  elsewhere  repels  the  presumption,  and  cnsts  upon  him 
who  denies  it  to  l>c  a  domicil  cf  choice,  the  burden  of  disprovjug  it 
The  place  of  residence  must  be  taken  to  be  a  domicil  of  choice,  unhsi 
it  is  proved  that  it  was  not  meant  In  be  a  principal  and  permanent  rcio- 
dence.  Contingent  events,  political  or  otherwise,  ate  not  admissible 
proofs  to  show,  where  one  removes  from  his  domicil  of  origin  for  a 
residetice  elsewhere,  that  tlie  latter  was  not  meant  to  he  a  prindpal  and 
permanent  residence.  But  if  one  is  exiled  by  authority  from  his  dtmii- 
dl  of  origin,  it  is  never  presumed  that  he  has  abandoned  all  ho|>e  of 
returning  back.  The  abandonment,  however,  may  be  shown  by  proof. 
General  Kosciusko  was  not  exiled  by  authori^.  He  left  Poland  volun- 
tarily, to  obtain  a  civil  status  in  France,  which  he  conseientiously 
tiioiijtht  lie  could  not  enjoy  in  Poland,  whilst  it  continued  under  a  for- 
eign dominion.  lb. 
DUTIES^-CUSrOM-HOUSE. 

1.  The  State  of  Texas  was  ailmillcd  into  the  Union  on  the  89th  of  Decem- 
ber, ISl.'i,  {«  SInt.  at  Ijirge,  lOR.)  and  from  that  day  the  laws  of  the 
United  Slates  werc  extendeil  over  it.     CaDrin   *  Co.  v.  Cocke,  887. 

S.  Conset|iienll^,  on  the  30th  of  Jainiary.  1H46.  the  revenue  laws  of  Texas 
.......  ^«i  .n  r»».»  »!..»»    nrt.i  _«uio  Ba,.,^i  frt^  ij  non-compliance  with 


INDKX.  679 

EJECTMENT. 

1.  In  the  State  of  Ohio,  it  ia  not  a  suflident  description  of  taxatJe  lands  to 

sHj,  "CoopGr.  James,  S  acres,  section  S4.  T.  4,  F.  R.  1."  A  deed  made 
in  consequence  of  n  sale  for  taxes  under  such  a  description  ia  void.  The 
courts  of  Ohio  have  so  decided,  and  thia  court  adopts  their  decision. 
Itaymarid  v.  Lotitnporth,  7(t. 

2.  This  court  decided,  in  8  Howont,  9£3,  that  the  redtals  in  a  patent  for 

land,  refemne  to  titles  (rf  anterior  dale,  were  not  of  themselvca  suffi- 
cient to  establish  the  titles  thus  nfdted.     lb, 

3.  The  titles  thcm-ielves  bcin);  now  produced,  it  is  decided,  that  a  permit 

given  hy  the  lieuteimnt-Govemor  of  Upper  Louisiana,  in  1790,  to  a 
penon  to  form  an  establishment  on  the  Mississippi,  followed  by  actual 
possession  and  improvement,  entitled  the  occupant  to  610  acres,  includ- 
ing hLs  improvements,  althouf^h  the  Indian  title  was  not  then  extin- 
([uished.     Marth  v.  Brookt,  514. 

4.  It  was  not  the  nmctice  of  the  Spanish  mvemment  to  make  treaties  with 

the  Inlian  triltes,  ileRnin^;  their  boundaries^  but  to  prevent  settlements 
upon  their  lands  without  special  permits;  such  permits,  however,  were 
usual,  /b. 
B.  The  constnictifHi  of  the  treat;  between  the  United  States  and  the  Sac  and 
Fox  Indians,  must  be  that  the  latter  assented  to  an  occupant^  which 
was  as  notorious  as  their  own.     lb. 

6.  The  act  of  Coni^ress,  approved  April  20.  ISIO  (3  Stat  at  I^arge,  SSS,) 

confirraini;  certain  claims  to  land,  confirmed  this  one,  although  the  Re- 
corder of  Land  titles,  in  his  report,  made  in  1815,  had  added  these 
words,  "if  Indian  title  extingui^ted."    These  words  were  surplusage. 

EQUITY. 

See  Chancert. 
ERROR. 

See  jDRiBDicTnoN;  FitAcncE. 
ESTATES  TAIL. 

See  Wills. 
EVIDFJVCE. 

1.  The  court  having  erroneously  refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  offer  a 
p^>er  in  evidence,  as  a  disclaimer  of  part  of  a  patent,  afterwards  re- 
fused to  allow  the  defendants  to  olTer  the  same  paper  in  evidence  for 
the  purpose  of  prejudiidng  the  plaintifTs  rights.  This  last  refusal  was 
correct.  The  reason  given  was  erroneous;  but  this  is  not  a  sufficient 
SMy 

'^Ib. 
,  nt,  thai 

Slointilf  WHS  described  in  Ure's  Dtctionaiy  of  Arts,  Manufactures,  and 
lines,  and  had  been  usc<l  by  Andrew  Urc.  of  I^ndon,  it  was  not  com- 
petent to  give  in  eviilenre  a  very  large  book.  The  place  in  tlie  book 
should  have  been  specified,    lb. 

4.  Nor,  under  the  notice,  was  the  book  competent  evitlence  that  Andrew 
Ure,  of  Iiondon,  had  a  prior  knowledge  of  the  tiling  patented.  The 
notice  doen  not  state  the  jAacc  where  the  same  was  axa.     lb. 

B.  Where  a  certificnte  of  deposit  in  a  hank,  payable  at  a  future  day,  was 
handed  over  by  a  debtor  to  his  creditor,  it  was  no  payment,  unlcns  there 
was  an  express  agreement,  on  the  part  of  the  crraitor,  to  receive  it  as 
such;  and  the  question,  whether  there  was  or  wns  not  sueh  an  agree- 
ment, was  one  of  fact  to  be  deciiled  by  the  juiy.     Dmnney  v.  Ilirkt,  B40. 

0.  The  bank  being  in.<iolvent  when  the  certificate  i^  <1epnsit  became  due, 
there  was  no  ground  for  imputing  ntgligcnce  in  the  collection  of  the 
debt  by  the  holder,  as  no  loss  occurred  to  the  original  debtor,     lb. 

7.  If  the  evidence  showed  that,  after  the  maturity  of  the  cniificate.  the 

original  debtor  admitted  hu  liability  to  make  it  good,  tbe  jury  should 
have  been  instructed  that  this  evidence  conduced  to  prove  that  tbe 
certificate  was  not  token  in  payment,    lb. 


EVIDENCE— (Confinuat) 

S.  Where  an  ante-nuptial  contract  was  alleged  to  have  been  made,  and  tbe 
affidavits  of  the  parties  claimiru;  under  H  allc^  that  the;  never  pos- 
acssad  or  saw  it;  that  tliey  had  made  dili);ent  inquiry  for  it,  but  were 
unable  to  learn  its  present  existence  or  place  oF  existence;  that  inquiry 
had  been  made  oF  the  g;uardiaji  of  one  of  the  children,  who  said  that 
he  had  never  been  in  possession  o(  it  and  did  not  know  where  it  was; 
that  inquiry  had  been  made  at  the  recording  ofGcea  in  vain,  and  that 
the  affiants  believed  it  to  be  lost,  secondary  proof  of  its  contents  ought 
to  have  been  admitted.     DeLane  v.  Moat,  253. 

D.  Whether  recorded  or  not,  it  was  bindinfi;  upon  the  parties.  If  recorded 
within  tlie  time  prescribed  by  statute,  or  if  reacknowledged  and  recorded 
afterwards,  notice  would  thereby  have  been  given  to  ail  persons  of  its 
effect.    Ih. 

10.  If  it  was  regularly  recorded  in  one  State,  and  the  pn^>er^  upon  which  it 

woul 

11.  But  where  no  suit  was  brought  until  eight  or  nine  years  after  the  death 

of  tbe  huslumd.  and  then  the  one  which  was  brought  was  dismissed  for 
want  of  prosecution;  another  suit  against  tbe  executors  who  had  di- 
vided tbe  property,  cornea  too  late.     Ih. 

18.  Personal  property,  wherever  it  majj'  be,  is  to  be  disturbed  in  case  of  intes- 
tacy, according  to  tbe  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  intest&le-  This  rule 
may  be  said  to  be  a  part  <A  the  ms  gmiaixa.     Ennu  v.  Smilh,  401. 

13.  What  that  law  is  when  a  foreign  law  applies,  must  be  shown  by  proof  of 
it.  and  in  the  case  of  written  law,  it  will  be  sufheient  to  offer,  as  evi- 
dence, tbe  official  publication  of  the  law,  certified  satisfactorily  to  be 
such.  Unwritten  foreign  laws  must  be  proved  by  experts.  There  is  no 
general  rule  for  authenticating  foreign  laws  in  the  court*  of  other  coun- 
fa'ies,  except  this,  that  no  proof  ahiul  be  received,  "  whichnresupposes 
better  testimony  behind,  and  attainable  b^  tbe  party."  Ttiey  may  be 
verified  by  an  oath,  or  by  an  exemplilicabon  of  a  copy  under  the  grest 


seal  of  the  Stale  or  nation  whose  law  it  may  be,  or  by  a  c<^y,  proved 

opy  by  a  witness  who  has  examined  and  compu^  it  with 

the  original,  or  by  the  certificate  of  an  ofGcer  autliorized  to  give  tbe  law. 


o  be  a  true  copy  by  a  witness  who  has  examined  and  compu^  il 
he  original,  or  by  the  certificate  of  an  ofGcer  autliorized  to  give  tfa 
which  certificate  must  be  duly  proved.  Such  modes  of  proof  a._  __ 
exclusive  of  others,  especially  of  codes  and  accra>ted  histories  of  the 
Uw  of  a  country.  See  also  the  coses  of  CAurefc  v.  ItuUnrt,  in  i  Cranch, 
181,  and  Talhat  v.  Secman,  in  1  Cranch,  7.  In  tliis  mac,  the  Code  Civil 
of  Fiance,  with  this  indorsement,  "Lea  Garde  des  Sreaux  de  France  a 
la  Coiir  Supreme  des  Ebits  Unia,"  was  offerol  as  evidence  to  prove  tliat 
the  law  of  Franre  was  for  the  dLiitrihution  of  the  funds  in  controversy. 
This  court  ruled  that  suc-h  indorsement  was  a  sufficient  authentication 
to  make  the  cihIc  evidence  in  this  case,  and  in  any  other  case  in  which 
it  may  be  offered.  Dy  th.it  code,  tbe  complainants  named  in  this  suit 
as  the  rolhkteral  relations  of  General  Kosciusko,  are  entitled  to  receive 
tlie  funils  in  controversy,  in  such  proportions  as  are  stated  in  the  man- 
date of  this  court  to  the  court  beiow.  lb. 
14.  The  documentary  proofs  in  this  cause,  from  the  Orphans'  Court,  irf  the 
ecnealogy  of  the  Kosciusko  family,  and  of  the  collateral  relationship  of 
e  persons  entitled  to  a  decree,  and  also  of  the  wills  at  Koadusko,  are 


properly  In  evidence  in  this  suit. 
16.  The  record  fi 


A  from  Grodno  i.<i  judicial;  not  a  judgment  inter  parte*,  but  B 
forogn  jiKlgment  tn  rem.  which  is  evidence  of  the  fads  adjudicated 
agninst  all  the  world,  lb. 
16.  Where  the  contract  between  the  owner  and  the  builder,  (who  was  also 
the  carpenter.)  stipulateil  [or  a  forfeiture  per  diem  in  case  the  carpenter 
should  delay  the  work,  the  court  bekiw  oii(>ht  to  have  allowed  evidence 
of  such  delay  lo  lie  given  In  the  jury  by  the  defemlont  under  a  notice 
ai  .let-olT.  and  also  evidence  that  the  work  and  materials  found  and 
provided  upon  and  for  the  building,  were  defective  in  quality  and  char- 


EVrDENCE~{Oon(OT«(rf.) 

acter,  and  far  infertor  in  value  to  what  the  coatract  and  Bpecification 
called  ror.     Winder  y.  Caldwed.  434. 

17.  Wliere  the  matahal  of  the  Di-rtrict  of  Columbin  cngRBed  the  services  of  a 

derk  for  a  stipulnted  sum  per  Hnnum,  and  the  service  continued  with- 
out any  new  ogreement,  and  tlie  jury  were  instnictetl  that  they  might 
imply  a  new  nfrreement  to  pay  the  clerk  at  a  different  rate,  this  in.strue- 
tkin  wan  eiToiieou'<.  There  was  nothing  in  the  evidence  from  which  the 
jury  could  imply  such  new  agreement.     Nvtt  v.  Minor,  464. 

18.  The  stntiile  of  frauds  in  Massadiusetts.  b  substantially  the  same  aa  that 

of  80  Car.  8,  and  dedarea  that  no  contract  tor  the  sale  (rf  gooila,  &c,, 
shall  be  vnli<l,  &c.,  "unless  some  note  or  memorandum  in  writing;  of  the 
barjrain  be  made,  and  signed  bv  the  party  to  be  charged  thereby,  or  by 
some  person  thereunto  by  him  lawfully  authorized."  Salmon  FalU  Co. 
V.  Goddard,  447. 

19.  The  followinft  memorandum,  viz.:  "Sept  19,  W.  W.  Goddard,  12  mos. 
■•"0  bales,  S.  F.  drilU  7i;  100  cases  blue  do.  Bf.     Credit  tf 


when  ship  s.tlls;  not  after  December  Ist,  delivered  free  of  charge  for 
truckage.  The  blues,  if  color  satLsfaclory  to  purchasers.  R.  M.  M. 
W,  W.  G."— is  sufficient  to  take  tlie  case  out  of  the  statute.  Ih. 
20.  If  the  terms  are  technical  or  equivocal  on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  or 
made ao by  reference  loextraneous  eircunistanc¥9.  parol  evidence  of  the 
usage  and  practice  in  the  trade,  is  admissible  to  explain  the  meaninj;.     lb. 

81.  It  was  competent,  also,  to  refer  to  the  biil  of  parcels  delivered  for  tlie 

purpose  of  explanation.  It  was  nmde  out  and  delivered  by  the  seller, 
in  tne  course  of  the  fulfillment  of  the  contract,  acquiesced  in  by  the 
buyer,  and  the  goods  ordered  to  be  ddivered  after  it  was  received.    76. 

82.  Where  a  wairfiou»e:n3n  nave  a,  receipt  for  wheat  which  he  did  not  re- 

ceive, and  afterwards  the  quantity  which  he  actually  had  was  divided 
amongst  the  respective  depositors,  an  action  of  replevin,  brought  by 
the  assignee  of  the  fictitioii.f  receipt  could  not  be  maintained  when, 
under  it,  one  of  tlicse  portion?  was  seized.     Jaekton  v.  IlaU,  &iS. 

83.  Evidence  offered  to  show  that  the  wheal  in  question  was  assigned  to  the 

defendant,  was  objected  to  by  the  plaintin  in  the  replevin;  but  such 
objection  was  properly  overruled.  The  plaintiff  had  shown  no  title  in 
himsdf.     lb. 

84.  So,  also,  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  the  recdver  of  the  ficti- 

tiou.1  certificate  had  never  dcposite:)  any  wheat  in  the  warehouse.    lb. 

is.  The  defendants  in  this  case  were  the  assignees  of  the  original  warehouse- 
man, and  were  not  responsible,  Km\is^  it  could  be  shown  that  wheat  was 
deposited,  which  had  come  into  their  possession.     lb. 

86.  Where  an  action  was  brouRht  against  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  for 
refuainc  to  jpve  copies  of  p,ipcr3  in  his  o!R™,  and  no  special  damage 
was  set  out  m  the  declaration,  evidence  of  the  professional  pursuits  of 


87.  Where' 


the  applicant  was  not  admiasible.     Boudm  v.  livrkr,  SIS. 
Vherc  tlic  application  was  mai'     ''  .■  ■   ■  ■  . 

parties  to  this  third  person  n 


Ten  gfrin, 
EXECUTION. 

1.  Wfiere  real  estate  is  in  the  custody  of  a  receiver,  appointed  by  a  court  of 
chancery,  a  sale  of  the  property  iintler  an  eiecutiim,  issued  by  virtue  of 
a  judgment  nt  law.  is  illegal  an<l  void.  Winmll  v.  Rampmrn,  58. 
8.  The  proper  modes  of  proceeiling  pointed  out,  to  be  pursued  by  any  per- 
son wfio  claims  title  to  the  properly  either,  by  mortgage,  or  judpnenl, 
or  otherwise,     lb. 

3.  Where  the  copy-right  of  a  map  was  tnken  out  under  the  act  of  Congress, 

and  the  copperplate  enftraving  seized  and  sold  under  an  execution,  the 
pureho-wr  ilid  not  nnjuire  the  right  to  strike  olf  and  sell  cc^ies  of  the 
map.     Slephnta  v.  Cadij,  .188. 

4.  The  court  belnw  dcci<le<l  tliat  an  injunction  to  prevent  sudi  striking  dS 

and  sdlinf;,  could  not  Lisiie,  without  a  return  of  the  purcbue-mon^. 
l^is  dedsKXi  was  erroneous.     Ih. 


EXECUTION— (ConrtBuwI,) 

6.  A  copy-riffht  is  a  "pnY>erl7  in  notion,  and  has  no  coiporeal  tongiUe 

)iul>atitnre,"  and  i^  not  thr>  aiibject  of  seizure  and  sale  by  execution.  It 
win  lie  renrlied  liy  a  creditor's  liiM  in  chnncery,  but  in  such  case,  the 
cotirt  wouhl  probably  liave  to  decree  a  transfo'  in  the  mode  pointed  out 
in  Ihc  art  of  Congns».  Jb. 
CI.  A  side  ot  Iniid  by  a  mnrAhul.  on  a  venditioni  erponai.  after  be  is  remored 
from  offkv.  mhI  a  new  marshal  appointed  and  qualified,  is  not  void. 
DnalUtle  v.  Bryan.  SOS. 

7.  Such  a  sale  l>einf;  retiimoil  to  the  court,  and  confimicd  by  it  on  motiiia, 

and  a  deed  ordered  (^  ||-      -'■■'-       '       -    ■  ■■        ■     ■     ■> 
manihnl,  such  snlc,  brir 
See  Attaciimknt  Laws  oi        .   . 
EXECUTOItS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS. 

See  Wills. 
FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 

I .  The  statute  of  frauds  in  Massachusetta  ia  substantially  ti>e  same  as  that 
of  29  Car.  2,  and  deplarcs  that  no  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,  flic., 
shall  be  valid,   &c.,  "  unless  some  note  or  memorandum,  in  writini;.  of 


I.  Goddard,  447. 

3.  The  following  memorandum,  viz.:  "Sept.  19,  W.  W.  Goddard,  18  ntos. 
300  Ules  S.  F.  drills,  71;  190  cases  blue  do.  8}.     Credit  to  commence 


when  ship  sails;  not  after  December  1st,  delivered  free  of  cht 
trucka(^.  The  blues,  if  color  satisfactray  to  purchasers.  R. 
W.  W.  G."~ia  sufficient  to  take  the  lase  out  of  the  statute.     lb. 


chaice  fi 

R.  M.  a 


3.  If  the  terms  are  technical  or  equivocal  on  the  face  of  the  ins 

made  so  by  reference  to  extraneous  circumstances,  parol  eridence  ot 
the  usaee  uid  practice  in  the  trade,  is  admissible  to  explain  the  mean- 

4.  It  was  competent,  also,  to  refer  to  the  bill  of  parcels  ddivend  for  the 

purpose  of  explanation.     It  was  made  out  and  ddivered  by  the  seller, 
m  the  course  of  the  fulfillment  of  the  contract,  acquiesced  in  by_  the 
buyer,  and  the  goods  ordered  to  be  ddivered  after  it  was  received. 
lb. 
INDIANA.  STATE  OF. 

1.  In  1804.  Congresa  pn-tsed  an  act,  (S  Stat,  at  Large,  277,)  "making  pro- 
vision for  the  disposal  of  the  public  lands  in  the  Indiana  Territory,  and 
tor  other  purposes,"  in  which  it  reserved  fram  sale  a  townsh^  in  eadi 
one  of  three  districts,  to  be  hicated  by  tbc  Seeretaiy  of  the  Treasuiy, 
tor  the  use  of  a  seminal?  of  teaming.  Tnulee*  Ac.  v.  Indiana, 
869. 
9.  In  IROfl.  the  Secretary  of  the  TreasuiT  located  a  particular  town^ip  in 
the  Vinccnnca  district,  tor  the  use  of  that  district;  and  when,  in  1806, 
tlic  territorial  )>ovemmcnt  incorporated  a  "  board  of  Trustees  of  the 
Vincennes  University,"  the  ginnt  made  in  1804  attached  to  this  Koard, 
nlthou^  for  the  two  preceding;  yeara  there  had  been  Do  paotee  in 
existence.     lb. 

3.  Under  the  ordinance  ot  1787.  made  ap^cahle  to  Indiana  by  an  act  of 

Congress,  the  territorial  pivemnient  of  Indiana  hod  power  to  pass  this 
act  of  incorpomtion.    lb. 

4.  Tlie  lan^iuaee  of  the  act  of  Congress,  by  which  Indiana  was  admitted 

into  the  Union,  did  not  vest  the  above  township  in  the  legislature  of 
the  State.     Zfc. 

5.  Tlie  Itoard  of  Trustees  of  the  University  was  not  a  public  corporation, 

and  had  no  political  powers.     The  donation  of  land  lor  its  support  was 
like  a  donation  by  a  private  individual:  and  the  legislature  of  the  State 
could  not  rightfiUly  cxerdse  any  power  by  whi<£  the  trust  was  de- 
feated,   lb. 
INSURANCE. 

1.  Under  a  polic;  insuring  against  the  usual  perils  of  the  m*.  iuchidJDg: 


INDEX.  683 

INSURANCE-(Conim»siO, 

bairati;,  the  underwritera  are  not  liaUe  to  repay  to  tbe  innued  dam- 
Bgea  luiid  by  him  to  the  owners  at  tuiotber  vessel  Mid  c&tgo,  suffered  in 
a  collLsion  ocinaioned  by  the  n^]|;ence  of  the  master  or  marincra  i^ 
the  vessel  insured.  Gen.  M.  IfU.  Co.  v.  Shvneood,  362. 
S.  A  policy  cannot  be  so  eonstnied  ns  to  insure  aeainst  all  losses  directly 
referable  to  the  ncgligen:^  i^  the  ma-iter  and  mariners.  But  if  the 
lora  is  caused  by  a  peril  of  the  sea,  the  underwriter  is  responaible,  aJ- 
tbough  the  master  did  not  use  due  care  to  avoid  the  perils.     lb, 

INTEREST. 

1.  Tbe  sixty-second  rule  of  this  court,   (13  Ilomrd.)  is  as  follows:     "In 

cases  where  a  writ  of  error  is  pronecuted  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and 
the  judf^ent  of  tbe  inferior  court  is  aiiirmed,  ttte  interest  shall  be  cal- 
culated and  levied  from  the  date  of  the  iudffntent  below,  until  the  same 
is  paid,  at  the  same  rate  tliat  similar  judgments  bear  interest,  in  the 
courts  of  the  State  where  such  judf^ment  is  rendered.  The  same  rule 
shall  be  applied  to  deerccs  for  oU  pavnient  of  money,  in  caaes  in  Chan- 
'  eery,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  this  court.  TMs  rule  to  take  ef- 
fect on  tbe  first  day  of  December  terrn,  1S52.  Perkm*  v.  Foarniniet, 
338. 

2.  Before  this  rule,  interest  was  to  be  c&lculated  at  six  per  cent,  from  the 

date  of  the  judgment  in  the  Circuit  Court  to  the  day  of  afiinnance  here; 
and  the  conflrmation  of  the  report  of  the  clerk,  in  the  case  of  Miichell 
V.  Harmony,  (13  Howard,  149,)  was  under  the  rules  then  existing,     lb. 

3.  So,  abo,  where  a  esse  from  Mississippi  was  afBrmed.  at  December  term, 

1851,  the  mandate  from  this  court  stiould  have  been  construed  to  allow 
interest  at  six  per  cent,  from  the  date  of  the  decree  in  the  court  below, 
to  tbe  <Ute  of  the  affirmance  in  this  court  Therefore,  it  was  erroneous 
either  to  allow  six  per  cent,  until  paid,  or  to  allow  tbe  current  rate  of 
interest  in  Mississippi,  in  addition  to  tbe  six  per  cent  allowed  by  this 
court    76. 

4.  The  several  rules  upon  this  subject  examined  uid  explained.     lb. 
JUDGMENT. 

I .  A  court  has  a  right  to  set  aside  its  own  judeiDent  or  decree,  dismissing  a 
bill  in  chancciy,  at  the  same  term  in  whicn  the  judgment  or  decree  was 
rendered,  on  discovering  its  own  error  in  the  law,  or  that  the  consent  of 
tbe  complaioimts  to  sudi  dismissal  was  obtained  by  fraud.  Doti  v. 
Tyark,  897. 

5.  A  statute  of    Missisaippi  directs  that  where  the  defendant  cannot  be 


found,  a  writ  of  capuu  ad  retpondeadum  shall  be  served,  by  leaving  a 
copy  thereof  with  the  wife  of  the  defendant  or  some  free  wtiite  nennn 
above  the  aj^  of  sixteen  years,  then  and  there  being  one  of  the  Family 


of  the  defendant  and  found  at  his  usual  plare  of  abode,  ta  leaving  a 
copy  thereof  at  some  public  place,  at  the  dwelling-house  or  other  known 
place  of  residence  of  such  defendant,  he  being  fnMn  home,  and  no  sudi 
free  while  penon  being  found  there  willing  to  receive  the  same.  Harrit 
V.  Ilankman,  334. 

3.  The  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  Slates  adopted  a  rule  that  the  capiat 

dioiild  be  served  personally,  or,  if  the  defeiMlant  be  not  found,  by  leav- 
ing a  copy  thereof  at  his  or  her  residence,  or  usual  place  ol  abode,  at 
least  twenty  days  before  the  return  day  thereof.     /&. 

4.  The  marshal  made  the  following  return  to  a  writ  oF  capiat:  "Executed 

on  the  defendant  Hardeman,  byleaving  a  true  copy  at  his  residence."    lb. 

B.  This  service  was  neither  in  conformity  with  the  statute  nor  tbe  rule.     lb. 

6.  Therefore,  when  the  court  gave  judgment,  by  default  against  llardenian. 
and  an  execution  was  Issued,  upon  which  a  forthcoming  bond  was  given, 
and  another  execution  issued,  and  at  a  subsequent  day  uie  court  quashed 
tbe  proceedings,  and  set  aside  tbe  judgment  by  defauH,  this  iwder  was 
correct     lb, 

1,  When  the  judgment  b^  default  was  given,  the  court  was  not  in  a  con- 
dition to  exercise  jurisdiction  f>ver  the  defendant  because  there  was  no 
regular  service  or  ptoeeas,  actual  or  coostniclive.    Ih. 
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8,  The  case  upon  this  point,  examiiied.    lb. 

0.  Moreover,  when  the  proceedings  were  quashed,  thej  wa<e  still  tn  fieri,  and 

not  terminated;  unci  any  irr^nlftrity  could  \x  corrected,  on  motifm.     lb. 

10.  A  bill  in  chancery  will  not  lie  for  liic  purpose  of  peipetUBlly  enjoinin);  a 

judgment,  upon  the  ground  that  thcK  was  a  false  return  in  serving  pro- 
cess upon  one  of  the  defendants.  Redress  must  be  sought  in  the  court 
which  gave  the  judgment,  or  in  an  action  against  the  marahal.  Waltrr 
V.  Ratbuu.  68*. 

11.  Moreover,  the  defendant  in  this  case,  by  his  actions  waived  all  benefit 

which  he  might  have  derived  from  the  false  return;  and  no  defence 
was  made  on  the  trial  at  law,  impeaching  the  correctness  ol  the  cause 
of  action  sued  on,  and,  in  Budi  a  case,  temrt  cannot  be  had  to  equi^  to 
supply  the  omission.     Jb. 
JURISDICTION. 

1.  Where  a  motion  was  made,  under  the  ISth  section  at  the  Judidaiy  Act. 

to  remove  a  cause  from  the  Stale  Court  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  Stales,  notwithstuidine  which  the  State  Court  retained  cvgni- 
Eance  of  the  case,  and  it  was  ultimately  brought  to  this  court  under  the 
25th  section  of  the  Judidaip'  Act,  a  motion  to  dismiss  it  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  sustained.  The  question  will  remain  lo  be  de- 
cided upon  the  full  hcarii^  of  the  cose.     Katiou*e  v.  Martin,  83. 

8.  A  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  of  a  bill  against  the  administrator  of  a 
deceased  debtor,  and  a  .    --i  ■  i 

conveyed  by  a 
Hagan  v.  WaU 

S.  In  such  a  case,  the  court  does  not  exercise  an  nuiiliaty  jurisdiction  to  aid 
legal  process,  and  consequently  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  creditor 
should  be  in  a  condition  to  levy  an  execution,  if  the  frauduleit  obstade 
should  be  removed,     lb. 

4.  It  is  proper  to  make  a  prior  encumbrancer,  who  holds  the  legal  title,  • 

party  to  the  bill,  in  order  that  the  whole  title  may  be  sold  under  the 
decree;  for  the  purpose  of  such  a  decree,  the  prior  encumbrancer  is  a 
necessary  party;  but  the  court  may  order  a  sale  subject  to  the  cnctim- 
btance,  without  having  the  prior  encumbrancer  brfore  it,  and  in  fit  cases 
it  will  do  so.     lb. 

5.  If  the  prior  encumbrancer  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  or  cannot  be  joined 

without  defeating  it,  it  is  a  fit  cause  to  dispnuw  with  his  presence,  and 
order  a  sale  subject  to  his  encumbrance,  which  will  not  be  effected  by 
the  decree.     76. 

6.  Under  the  tenth  artide  of  the  treaty  of  184!,  between  the  United  States 

and  Great  Britain,  a  warrant  was  issued  by  a  commissioner,  at  the 
instance  of  the  British  Consul,  for  the  ^prehension  of  a  person  who,  it 
was  alleged,  hod  commitled  an  assault,  with  inleni  to  murder,  in  Ire- 
land.    In  n  Kaine.  lOS. 

7.  The  person  being  arrested,  the  CommisdcHicr  ordered  him  to  be  com' 

mitted,  for  tlie  purpose  of  abiding  the  order  of  the  President  al  the 
United  States.     76. 

8.  A  habeas  rorfm*  was  then  issued  bv  the  Circuit  Court  itf  the  United  States, 

the  District  Judge  presiding,  wWn,  after  a  heariiu',  the  writ  was  dis- 
missed, and  the  prisoner  remanded  to  custody.  Ih. 
0.  A  petition  was  then  presented  to  the  Circuit  Judge,  at  his  chambers,  ad- 
dressed to  the  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  praying  for  a  writ  of 
habean  rorpu*.  which  was  referred  by  the  Circuit  Judge,  after  a  hearing, 
to  the  Jui^ce  of  the  Supreme  Court,  in  bank,  at  the  commenc«DNt  of 
the  next  term  thereof,     lb. 

10.  At  the  meeting  of  the  court,  a  motion  was  made,  with  the  papas  and 

proceedings  presented  to  tl)e  Circuit  Judge  annexed  to  the  pebtion,  tai 
writs  of  habeai  rtirjntii  and  rrrtioTfiri  to  bring  up  the  defendant  and  the 
record  from  the  Circuit  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  deciskm 
of  that  court  examined.     lb. 

11.  The  motion  was  refused;  the  writs  prayed  for  denied,  and  Ibe  petilioD 

dismissed.    lb. 


INDEX.  685 

JUDGMENT—  {Contmued.) 
li.  Where  the  Supreme  Court  of  a  State  certified  that  there  was  "drawn  in 
question  tite  validity  of  statutes  of  the  Stale  of  Ohio,"  Sic,  without 
namiuf;  the  statutes,  this  was  not  enoiwh  to  give  jurisiiitiion  to  this 
court,  undn  the  25tfa  sectirai  of  the  Judjciarj'  Act.  Lawler  t.  Walker, 
I4». 


ameodatoiy  theiorf;  and  the  question  waa,  whether  or  not  a  cana) 
ccMnpanjr,  mcotporaled  in  1S3T.  waa  subject  to  these  acts.  In  deciding 
that  it  WM,  the  Suprente  Court  of  Ohio  only  gave  a  construction  to  an 
act  of  Oliio,  which  neither  of  itself,  nor  by  its  applioLtion,  involved  in 
an^  way  a  repugnancy  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  by  im- 
pairing the  Kil^tian  of  a  contract.    lb. 

15.  Tlie  case  of  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Cincmnati  v.  BademghaitCt  ExeevloTM, 

(S  How.,  317.)  examined  and  sustained.    lb. 

16.  Two  statutes  of  Mississippi,  one  passed  in  ISiS,  and  the  other  in  ISU, 

provide  that  where  the  charter  of  a  bank  shall  ije  dwlared  forfeited,  a 
trustee  shall  be  appointed  to  take  possession  of  its  effects,  and  c 


appointed  to  audit  accounts  against  it    Peak  v.  Pkippi.  34 

17.  Where  these  steps  had  been  taken,  and  the  conunisaioners  had  refused 

to  allow  a  certain  amount,  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  had 

DO  right  to  entertain  a  bill  filed  by  the  creditors  to  compel  the  trusiee 

la  pay  the  rejected  account.    There  was  a  want  of  jurisdiction.    16. 

16.  The  caaes  upon  this  point,  examined,    lb. 

19.  A  claim  by  the  trustee,  in  re-convention,  was  not  a  waiver  of  the  excep- 

tion to  toe  jurisdiction,     lb. 

20.  When  a  plea  is  filed  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  upon  the  ground 

that  the  plaintiff  is  a  resident  oS  the  same  State  with  the  defendant,  it 
is  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  prove  the  oUegatioo.  Sheppard  v. 
Oravu,  505. 

SI.  Where  the  marshal  of  tlte  District  of  Wisconsin  attached  property  at  tlic 
suit  of  creditors  in  New  York,  and  then  gave  it  up  upon  the  execution 
of  a  bond  to  himself,  for  the  use  of  those  creditors,  it  was  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  WiNconsin, 
to  entertain  a  suit  by  the  marslial,  suing  upon  tlte  bond  fiM'  the  New 
York  creditors,  a^nst  the  claimants  in  Wisconsin,  although  both  partita 
resided  in  the  same  State.     Huff  v.  Iluiehinxm.  SS7. 

%!.  The  name  of  the  marshal  waa  merely  formal;  the  real  plaintiffs  were 
averred  to  be  citizens  of  New  York.     lb. 

33.  It  was  not  a  cood  exception  upon  the  ground  of  variation  between  the 
evidence  and  declaration,  that  the  latter  stated  the  bond  to  have  been 

S'ven  to  llutcliinson  as  manhal  of  the  District  of  Wisconsin,  and  tlie 
rmcr  said  the  State  of  Wisconsin.    They  mean  the  same  thing,    lb. 
ii.  Judgments  having;  been  tendered  for  the  plaintiffB  in  the  attachment,  by 
a  court  having;  jurisdiction  over  the  subject,  it  was  loo  late  to  object  to 
those  proceedings  in  a  suit  upon  the  bond,  in  which  they  were  collater- 
ally introduced.    lb. 
25.  The  bond  ^ven  to  the  marshal  was  in  conformity  with  the  statute.     lb. 
80.  The  objections,  that  the  declaration  on  the  bond  did  not  show  tlie  juris- 
diction of  the  court  in  the  attachmetit  suit;  that  the  verdict  was  entered 
for  the  amount  due  instead  o!  the  penal^  of  the  bond,  and  that  the  re- 
covery was  for  a  sum  greater  than  was  claimed  by  the  ad  ilaTnimm  in 
the  declaration,  were  not  sufficient  for  a  new  trial.     lb. 
JURY. 

1.  Upon  a  tiial  in  New  York,  a  juror  became  ill.  and  was  dischartted  before 
any  evidence  was  fnven,  and  before  the  plaintiffs'  counsd  had  con- 
cluded his  opening  address.  The  court  ordered  another  juror  to  be 
fwom,  and  puK-eiilnl  with  the  trial.  The  defendant  cannot  abject  to 
this.  It  is  the  practice  in  New  Yorii,  and  the  Circuit  Court  had  a  right 
to  follow  it.    SiUiy  v.  Foote,  218. 


JURY— (Con(i«t(«i.) 

8.  One  of  the  niedfications  of  the  patent  being  for  a  amibirutian  of  cer- 
tain parts  <X  mechtuiism  neeesaaiy  to  produce  the  desired  rexuit.  it  was 
proper  for  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  defcndaiits  had  not 
infriiwed  the  patent,  unlFS<i  tliey  had  lued  ^1  the  parts  embraced  in 
the  puuntifTs  mmliination ;  and  the  jury  were  to  find  what  those  parts 
were,  and  whether  the  drfendants  had  used  than.     lb. 

3.  When  a  claim  does  not  point  out  and  designate  the  paiticiiW  eleuieuts 

which  coropme  a  combination,  but  only  declares,  as  it  property  may, 
tfatU  the  comhinaticHi  is  made  up  itf  so  ranch  of  the  described  machineiy 
aa  ^ects  a  particular  result,  it  is  a  queatton  of  fact  wbidi  of  the  de- 
smbed  parts  are  essential  to  produce  that  result,  and  to  this  extent,  not 
the  construction  of  the  daim,  strictly  peaking,  but  the  afqiHcaticm  of 
the  daim,  should  be  left  to  tlie  jury.     lb. 

4.  Where  a  certiScate  of  deposit  in  a  bank,  payal^  at  a  future  day,  was 

handed  over  by  a  debtor  to  his  creditor,  it  was  no  payment,  unless 
there  was  an  express  agreement,  on  the  part  <^  the  creditor,  to  reodve 
it  as  such;  and  the  question,  whiAher  there  was  or  was  not  such  an 
ogreemoit.  was  one  of  fact,  to  be  dodded  by  the  jury.  Dowruy  t. 
Hiclu.  240. 

5.  The  b^ik  being  inscdveat  when  the  certifitaite  of  deposit  became  due, 

there  was  no  ground  tor  imputing  nt^ligence  in  the  collection  of  the 
debt  by  the  hMtier,  aa  no  loss  occunedlo  the  originni  debtor.     76. 

0.  If  the  evidence  showed  that,  after  the  maturity  of  the  certificate,  the 

oriKinal  debtor  admitted  his  liability  to  make  it  {{ood.  the  jury  should 
have  been  instruded  that  this  evidence  condwxd  to  prove  that  the 
ccrtiGcatc  was  not  taken  in  payment    lb. 
LANDS,  PUBLIC. 

1.  This  court  again  decides,  as  in  It  Howard,  580,  that  under  the  acts  of 

Congress  of  18«t  and  1844,  the  DistriL-t  Court  had  no  power  to  act 
upon  evidence  of  mere  naked  poesession.  unacooinnuued  by  written 
evidence  eonferring,  or  professing  to  confer,  a  title  of  Mnoe  deamption. 
U.  S.  V.  Heire  of  HUleaux.  189. 

2.  By  tlie  treaty  of  1763,  the  land  in  question  passed  from  France  to  Great 

Britain;  and  the  certificate  of  two  Frrncti  i^cfrs  in  1705,  certifying 
that  the  daimant  had  been  for  a  long  time  in  possession,  fumidied  no 
evidence  of  title.  No  applicatiiHi  was  made  to  the  British  govemmait 
for  a  gtiuit.     lb. 

3.  A  purchase  from  the  Indisns.  whilst  the  province  was  under  French 

authority,  conveyed  no  title  unlc»i  sanctioned  b^  that  authority.     lb. 

4.  In  this  case,  also,  there  is  no  proof  that  the  clmraanta  are  the  heirs  of 

the  party  originally  in  possession.     lb, 

5.  On  the  85th  of  December,  ise4.  Cunm'ngham  applied  to  the  Land-Office 

at  Batesville.  in  Arkansas,  to  become  the  purchaser  of  a  quarter  sec- 
tion of  land  under  a  Ctierokcc  certificate  wbidi  had  become  ve«led  in 
him.  Cimningham  v.  AthUy,  STl. 
0.  This  applicstion  was  refused  upon  the  ground  that  two  New  Madrid  cer- 
tificates had  been  laid  upon  tlie  land  in  1890.  The  right  under  thcac 
c»rtificatrs  wa.*  dainied  by  Ashley.     lb. 

7.  In  1830,  Cuimingliam  suiil  that  Bnunboch  had  an  itnpruvement  on  the 

same  quarter  scrtion,  which  Brumbach  assigned  to  Ashley.  The  law 
sanctioned  the  division  of  a  quarter  sectkm,  under  such  drcumstance*. 
Ih. 

8.  In  18.^1,  Cunningham  dsimed  a  preetnptkit)  rif^t  under  the  act  dt  29th 

May,  1830.  The  daims  under  this  act,  and  under  the  Chookce  fioat, 
were  not  inconsistent  with  eadi  other.     Ih. 

9.  In  1R3S.  two  floats  were  entered  upon  the  same  quarter  section,  via.:  one 

bv  Plummer,  for  the  es^  half  of  it,  undra  the  act  of  1S30,  and  the  sup- 
plemental act  oF   1 839 ;  the  other  for  the  west  half  by  Jenbeau,  under 
the  act  of  18S1.  and  the  drcnlor  of  the  General  Land-Office  of  1837. 
Patents  were  issued,  ami  the  title  became  vested  in  Ashl^.    lb. 
10.  The  title  of  CuDuingbam  is  better  than  that  denv«d  from  tbeK  fltMla. 
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The  title  under  lire  New  Madrid  certificatea  is  not  decided  ia  this  case, 
or  affected  in  any  way  by  the  dedaion.  Cunninghaln  is  therefore 
entitled  to  tbe  luUf  of  tlie  quarter'Section  which  he  claimed  seporaWly 
from  Bnimboch.     lb. 

11.  TIte  jMlenta  obtniued  by  Ashley  and  Beebe,  bein^  founded  upon  entries 

which  were  void,  are  void  also,  ao  far  as  fbey  lalertae  with  the  pre- 
emptive risht  of  CunuinKham.     lb. 

12.  This  court  decided,  in  8  Howard,  esS,  that  the  recitals  in  a  patent  for 

lai>d,  referring  to  titles  of  anterior  date,  were  not  in  tbems^ves  buIB- 
dcnt  to  establish  tbe  titles  thus  redted.    lb. 

13.  The  titles  themselves  being  now  produced,  it  is  decided,  that  a  permit 

given  by  the  lieutenant- Governor  of  Upper  Louisiana,  in  1798,  to  a 
penon  to  form  on  establishment  on  the  Mississippi,  followed  by  actual 
poaaesaion  and  improvement,  entitled  the  occu(iai)t  to  040  acres,  includ- 


guisbed. 


I,  defining  tl 


upon  their  lands  without  ^>ecial  permits:  sud)  permits,  however,  i 
usual.    lb, 

15.  The  construction  of  tbe  trea^  between  tbe  United  States  and  the  Sac 

and  Fox  Indians,  must  be  that  the  latter  assented  to  an  occupancy 
which  was  as  notorious  as  their  own.    lb, 

16.  The  act  of  Congress,  ^jiroved  April  29,  l»10,  (3  Stat,  at  Larf^  328.) 

confirming  certain  claims  to  land,  confirmed  this  one,  aitboiigh  the 
Recorder  at  L^nd  Titles,  in  lus  rqx>rt,  made  in  18IS,  had  added  titese 
words,  "if  Indian  title  extinguished."    These  words  were  surplusage. 

LIEN. 

1.  Where  a  tcm  /omm  was  issued  to  enforce  a  lien  upon  a  house  under  the 
lien  law  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  there  was  no  necessily  tu  file  a 
dedaiHtion.  Winder  v,  Caldioell.  4S4. 
i.  Where  the  contract  between  tbe  owner  and  the  builder,  (who  was  also 
the  caipmter.)  stipulated  for  a  forfeiture  per  diem  in  case  tlie  cui^ 
pester  should  delay  the  work,  the  court  below  oueht  to  have  ollownl 
evidence  of  such  delay  to  be  given  to  the  jury  by  U»e  defendant,  under 
a  notice  of  setfrfT,  and  also  evidence  tliut  we  wont  and  materials  found 
and  provided  uprai  and  for  tbe  building,  were  defective  in  quality  and 
dianicter,  and  tar  inferior  in  value  to  what  tbe  cuntract  anu  specifica- 
tions called  For.  lb. 
S.  A  master  builder,  undertaker,  or  contmctor,  who  undertakes  by  contract 
with  the  owner  to  fitti  a  building,  or  some  part  or  portion  thereof,  on 
certain  trains,  does  not  come  within  tbe  letter  or  spirit  of  the  act  of 
Congress  passed  March  i,  1S33,  (i  StaL  at  l^rge,  059.)  entitled  un  act 
to  secure  to  mechanics  and  others,  payment  for  labor  done  anit  mate- 
riab  furnished  in  the  erecticHi  ol  buildings  in  tbe  Disliict  of  Columbia. 
lb. 

MAINE,  STATE  OF. 

See  CotwrrnmoMAL  L&w. 

MANDAMUS, 

t.  A  rule  will  be  refused  for  the  judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  al  the  District 
of  Columbia,  to  show  cause  why  a  ntandamiu  should  not  issue,  unless  a 
case  is  presented  which  iprimA  foot  requires  tbe  interposition  of  tliis 
court.  Ex  parte  Taylor,  3. 
i.  Such  a  case  is  not  presented  where  the  Circuit  Court  decided  that,  under 
an  act  of  Congress,  an  affidavit  was  sufiicient  to  bold  a  por^  to  Hpeciol 
bail.  That  court  had  the  power,  by  the  act,  to  exercise  its  judicial 
discretiiNi.     lb. 

3.  This  BtA  of  Congress  r^(ulated  the  subject  and  not  the  statute  of  Mary- 

land, passed  in  1715.    lb. 

4.  Wbnc  there  was  a  Uauk  in  the  record  d  tbe  Circuit  Court,  in  the  tant' 
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tioii  of  the  coals  recnvered  by  the  plointifF,  and  the  judgment  being 
affirmed  by  thw  court,  a  majidEite  with  the  same  blank  went  down  to  the 
Circuit  Court;  and  a  motion  was  there  made  to  open  tbe  original  judg- 
ment for  tbe  purpose  of  taung-  tbe  eosts.  which  motion  was  refused  br 
the  court,  such  refusal  caimot  be  reached  by  a  mattdamu*  froiu  this 
court.    Ex  parte  Many,  24. 

5.  The  refusal  of  tbe  court  was  not  a  ministerial  act,  but  an  exercise  ot 
judidal  discretion.    This  court  could  issue  a  rrumdaiRUf  for  the  Circuit 
Court  to  proceed  to  judgment,  but  sudh  a  writ  would  not  be  aj^ropriale 
to  the  present  case.    lb. 
MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

1.  A  master  is  Kablc  for  tbe  tortious  acts  of  his  servant,  when  done  in  Ibe 
course  o!  his  employment,  althou^  they  may  be  done  in  disobedience 
of  the  master'a  order.     P.  4  B.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Derby.  468. 
NONSUIT. 

1.  Tbe  courts  of  the  United  States  have  not  tbe  power  to  otda  a  ooosuit 
Bicainst  the  wishes  of  the  cdaintiff.    SiMo  v.  Foole,  210. 
PATEJm. 

1.  In  a  patent  for  improvemenls  upon  tbe  machinery  used  for  making  pipes 
and  tubes  from  lead  or  tin,  when  in  a  set  or  solid  state,  by  forcing  it. 
under  great  pressure,  from  out  <A  a  receiver,  throiwh  i^ertures,  diea, 
and  cores,  the  claim  of  the  patentees  was  thus  stated:  "What  we  claim 
as  our  invention,  and  desire  to  secure  by  letters-patent,  is  the  combina- 
tion of  the  following  ports,  above  described,  to  wit,  tlie  core  and  bridge, 
or  gukie-piece,  the  ciuunber,  and  the  die,  when  used  to  form  pipes  of 
metal,  under  heat  and  pressure,  in  the  manner  set  forth,  or  in  any  other 
manner  substantially  the  same,"     Le  Hoy  v,  Tatiiani,  156. 

S.  The  Circuit  Court  cliargeil  the  jiuy,  "that  the  originality  did  not  consist 
in  the  novelty  of  the  macliinery,  hut  in  bringing  a  ncwl^-discovercd 
principle  into  practical  apnlirstion,  by  which  an  useful  arbcle  of  man- 
ufacture is  produced,  and  wrought  pipe  made  as  distinguished  from 
cast  pi|ie."     lb. 

3.  Tliis  instruction  was  erroneous.     lb. 

4.  Under  tlie  dniro  of  tlie  patent,  tlie  n>mbination  of  the  machinery  must 

be  novel.  The  newly-discovered  principle,  to  wit,  that  lend  could  lie 
forced  by  extreme  pressure,  when  in  a  set  or  s(^  state,  to  cohere  and 
form  a  pme,  was  not  in  the  patent,  and  tne  question  whether  it  was  ot 
was  not  the  subject  of  a  patent,  was  not  in  the  case.     lb. 

5.  In  1B34.  Burden  obtained  a  patent  for  a  new  and  useful  improvement  in 

tbe  machinen'  for  manufacturing  wrought  nails  and  spikes,  which  lie 
assigned  to  the  Troy  Iron  and  Nail  Factory,  and  also  covenanted  that 
he  would  convey  to  that  company  any  improvement  which  be  might 
thereafter  make.     Troy  Iron  and  Nail  Faciory  v.  Coming.  193. 

6.  In  1810,  he  mode  such  an   improvement,   for  makinji  hook  and  brad- 

Iteoded  spikes,  with  a  bending-lever.  which  he  araigned  to  llie  Troy 
Imn  and  Nail  Factory,  in  18M.     Jb. 

7.  Before  this  last  assignment,  however,  viz.,  in  164S,  Burden  made  an  agree- 

ment with  Corning,  Homer,  and  Winslow,  in  which,  amongst  other  tbingK, 
it  was  agreed,  that  both  parties  might  thereafter  manufacture  and  veitd 
spikes  of  such  kind  and  character  as  they  saw  fit,  notwithstanding  tlteir 
conflicting  daims.     lb. 

8.  Owing  lo  tlie  peculiar  attitude  of  the  parties  to  each  other  at  tbe  time  o( 

making  this  agreement,  and  the  Unguage  used  in  it,  it  cannot  be  con- 
strued into  a  permission  to  Coming,  Homer,  and  Winslow,  to  use  tlie 
improved  machinery  patented  by  Burden  in  1840;  and  the  right  to  use 
it,  having  passed  to  the  Troy  Iron  and  Nail  Factory,  a  perpetual  in- 
junction u)K>n  Coming,  Homer,  and  Winslow  will  be  decreed,     tb. 

9.  tmder  a  notice  given  by  the  defendant  that  the  invention  clainied  by  tbe 

plaintiff  was  described  in  Ure's  Dictionary  of  Arts,  Manufactures,  and 
Mines,  and  had  been  used  by  Andrew  lire,  of  London,  it  was  not  com- 
petent to  give  in  evidence  a  yvry  large  book.  Tbe  place  in  the  book 
sliould  have  been  spcdiied.    SUM/ij  v.  Foote,  iVS. 
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10.  Nor,  under  the  notice,  was  the  book  competent  evidence  that  Andrew 

Ure,  of  London,  had  a  prior  knonled)^  of  the  thing  patented.  The 
notice  does  not  state  the  place  where  tlie  same  woe  used,     lb, 

11.  One  of  the  specifications  of  the  patent  being  for  a  cumbination  of  cer- 

tain parts  of  mecbuDisni  necessary  to  produce  the  desired  r«ault,  it  was 
proper  for  tlie  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  defendants  had  not 
infringed  the  patent,  unless  they  had  used  all  tlie  parta  embraced  in 
the  plaintiffs'  combination ;  and  the  jury  were  t«  find  what  those  parts 
were,  and  whether  the  defendants  had  used  them.     lb. 

12.  When  a  claim  does  not  point  out  and  designate  the  particular  elements 

wluch  compose  a  combination,  but  only  declares,  as  it  properly  may, 
that  the  combination  is  made  up  of  so  mucli  of  the  described  machinery 
as  etfects  a  particular  result,  it  is  a  question  of  fact  which  of  the 
described  parti  are  essential  to  produce  that  result,  and  to  this  extent, 
not  the  construction  of  the  claim,  strictly  speaking,  but  tlie  application 
of  the  claim,  should  be  left  to  the  jury.     lb. 

13.  The  patent  for  Woodwnrth's  planing-machino  wai  extended  from  1842  to 

184;t,  by  the  Board  of  Commissioners.     Bloomer  v.  AlcQaewan,  538. 

14.  Under  that  extension,  this  court  decided,  in  IfiVson  v.  liousiKau,  [4  How. 

dSS.)  that  an  assignee  had  a  right  to  continue  the  use  of  the  machine 
which  lie  then  had.     lb. 
16.  In  1845,  Congress,  by  a  special  act,  extended  the  time  still  further  from 
IIHB  to  1856.     lb. 

16.  Under  that  extension,  an  assignee  has  still  the  same  right. 

17.  By  the  cases  of  Evani  t.  EiUon,  (3  Wheat.,  548.)  and  Wilaoi 

{4  How.,  6U8,)  these  two  propositions  are  settled,  viz. ; 

1.  That  a  special  act  of  Congress  in  favor  of  a  patentee,  extending  the 

time  beyond  that  originally  limited,  must  be  considered  as  ingrafted 
on  the  general  law. 

2.  Tliat,  under  tlie  general  law  in  force  when  tliis  special  act  of  ('ongrcss 

was  passed,  a  party  who  had  purchased  the  ri(;ht  to  use  a  planing- 
machine  during  tlie  period  to  which  the  patent  was  first  limited,  was 
entitled  to  cnnlinuc  to  use  it  during  the  extension  authorized  by 
that  law,  unless  there  is  iomething  in  the  law  itself  to  forbid  it.     lb. 

18.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  of  Congress,  passed  in  1S45,  forbidding 

such  use;  and,  therefore,  the  assignee  has  the  riRht.    lb. 

19.  Where  an  oction  was  brought  against  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  for 

refusing  to  give  copies  of  papers  in  liis  office,  and  no  special  damage 
was  set  out  in  the  declaration,  evidence  of  the  professional  pursuits  of 
the  applicant  was  not  ndmissible.    Boffden  v.  Buite,  576, 

20.  Where  the  application  was  made  tlimugh  a  third  person,  letters  of  both 

parties  to  this  third  person  were  admissible  in  evidence,  as  part  of  the 
res  ijeXa.     lb. 

21.  Patents  arc  public  records,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Commissioner  to 

sive  authenticated  copies  to  any  person,  on  payment  of  the  legal 
fees.    /(.. 

22.  But  the  party  entitled  to  such  services  must  request  their  performance 

in  a  proper  manner,  and  not  accompany  his  demand  with  insult  and 
abuse,     lb. 

23.  Hence,  the  Commissioner  could  not  be  held  responsible  for  refusing  to 

comply  with  a  demand  couched  in  such  langnnge,     lb. 

24.  But  when  a  second  application  was  made  in  a  proper  manner,  the  Com- 

missioner ought  to  liave  complied  with  it.    lb. 
PAYMENT. 

See  Evidence, 
PENNSYLVANIA. 

1.  By  the  law  of  Pennsylvania  the  Blver  Delaware  is  a  public  navigable 

river,  held  by  its  joint  sovereigns  in  trust  for  the  public.  Randtt  v. 
Delaimn  ^  fi-rUnn  Canal  Co..  80. 

2.  Riparian  owners,  in  that  Stale,  have  no  title  to  the  river,  or  auy  right  to 

Invert  it*  waters,  unless  by  license  from  the  Stales.    lb. 

Vol.  xjv. — 44 
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3.  Such  liueiwe  U  revocable,  and  ia  tubjection  to  tbe  anperior  rigbt  of  the 

State,  to  divert  th«  water  for  public  improTemenli,  either  by  the  State 
directly,  or  by  a  corporatiou  created  for  that  purpoae.    lb. 

4.  The  proviso  to  the  provincial  acts  of  Pennsylvania  and  Nevr  Jetaej,  of 

ITTl,  does  not  operate  as  a  grant  of  the  usufruct  of  tbe  waters  of  the 
river  to  Adam  Hoops  and  hii  aasigns,  but  only  as  a  license  or  tolera- 
tion of  his  dam.    Jb. 

6.  As  by  the  laws  of  his  own  State,  the  plaintiff  could  have  no  remedy 

agninet  a  corporation  authorised  to  t^e  the  whole  waters  of  the  river 
for  Ihe  purpose  of  canals,  or  improving  the  navigation ;  so,  neither  can 
lie  sustain  a  suit  against  a  corporation  created  by  New  Jersey  for  the 
same  purpose,  who  have  taken  part  of  the  waters.     lb. 

0.  The  plaintiSa  b<!ing  but  tenants  at  sufferance  in  the  usufruct  of   the 

water  to  the  two  Stales  who  own  the  river  as  tenants  in  common,  aru 
not  in  a  condition  to  question  the  relative  rights  of  either  to  tue  ils 
waters  without  consent  of  the  other.    /*. 

7.  This  case  is  not  intended  to  decide  whether  a  first  license,  for  private 

emolument,  can  support  an  action  against  a  later  licensee  of  either 
sovereign,  or  both,  who,  for  private  purposes,  diverts  the  water  to  tbe 
injury  of  the  first.    R. 
PLEAS   AND   PLEADINGS. 

1.  Where  the  declaration,  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  C(»itaiaed  tbe  follow- 

ing counts :  —  1.  On  a  promissory  note ;  2.  Indebilalai  atiampiil  for  the 
hire  of  slaves;  3.  An  account  stated;  4.  Quanlvni  calebal  for  the  ser- 
vices of  slaves;  G.  Work  and  labor,  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and 
money  lent  and  advanced;  0.  Money  had  and  received;  7,  An  account 
stated  ;  6.  A  special  agreement  for  the  hire  of  slaves.  And  the  defend- 
ant pleaded,— 1.  The  general  issue  ;  2.  Statute  of  limitations;  3.  Pay- 
ment. And  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  "tiie  defendant  upon  tiie 
issue  joined,  as  tu  the  within  note  of  four  hundred  and  fifty-six  dollars, 
and  the  within  account";  this  verdict,  thougli  informal,  was  sufficient 
to  autiiorize  to  enter  a  general  judgment  for  the  defendant.  Dotmtg 
Y.  Hicks,  240. 

5.  In  Texas,  the  technical  forms  of  pleading,  fixed  by  the  common  law,  are 

dispensed  with ;  hul  the  principles  which  regulate  the  merits  of  a  trial 
by  ejectment,  and  Ihc  subalance  of  a  plea  of  title  to  such  an  action  arc 
preserved.     Chrifig  v.  Sort/,  282. 

3.  Therefore,  where  the  plaintiff  filed  a  petition,  alleging  that  he  was  seised 
in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  land,  from  which  the  defendant  had  ejected 
him,  and  die  ilefendant  pleaded  tliat  if  tlie  plaintiff  had  any  paper 
title,  it  was  tmder  a  cerlaio  grant  which  was  not  valid,  this  plea  was 
bad.     lb. 

i.  So,  also,  was  a,  plea  denying  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  remove  his  title, 
because  he  was  not  then  a  citizen  of  Texas.  These  pleas  would  have 
been  appro^iate  objections  to  the  plaintiff's  title  wlien  produced  upon 
the  trial,    lb. 

6.  So,  also,  where,  under  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  tlie  defendant 

claimed  certain  land  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  disclaimed  all  not 
included  within  tliem.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  land  so 
included  was  a  part  of  the  land  claimed  by  the  plaintiff.     lb. 

6.  So,  also,  wiiere  the  plea  was  in  substance,  that  ^e  plaintiff  bad  no  good 
title  against  Texas,  no  title  in  the  defendant  being  shown.  For  the 
action  may  have  l>een  maintaioable,  although  the  true  title  was  not 
in  tiie  plaintiff,     lb. 

1.  Where  a  unrr./nciat  was  issued  to  enforce  a  lien  upon  a  house  under  the 
lien  law  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  there  was  no  necessity  to  file  a 
declaration.      H'iniler  v.  Oddrdl,  434. 

8.  It  is  a  bad  mode  of  pleading  to  unite  pleas  in  abatement,  and  pleas  to 

the  merits.  And  if,  aflcr  pleas  in  abatement,  a  defence  be  iutetpoted, 
going  to  the  iiierils  of  the  controversy,  the  grounds  alleged  in  abate- 
ment become  thereby  immaterial  and  are  waived.  Siaipartt  v.  Gmvtt, 
606. 
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9.  When  b  plea  it  tUud  to  the  juriadivtian  of  the  court  upon  the  ground  that 
the  plainttfF  is  a  resident  of  the  saoie  State  with  tlie  defendant,  it  U  in- 
cDinbent  on  the  defendant  to  prove  the  allegation.    lb. 

10.  It  ia  of  no  conaeqaence  whether  the  date  of  a  pramiasory  note  be  at  the 

beginniDg  or  end  of  it.    lb, 

11.  In  &ie  case,  a<  in  the  preceding,  it  i«  decided  that,  where  the  plaintiff 

averred  enough  to  show  the  juriBdictiun  of  the  court,  and  the  deifendant 
pleaded  in  altatement  that  the  plaintiff  was  disabled  from  bringing  the 
Buit  on  account  of  residence,  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  defendant  to 
luatain  the  allegation  by  proof.     Saaie  v.  Same,  612. 

12.  Until  that  was  done,  it  was  not  necesaary  for  the  plaintiff  to  offer  any 

evidence  upon  the  subject.     lb, 

13.  Where  the  marshal  of  the  District  of  Wisconsin  attached  property  at  the 

auit  of  creditors  in  New  York,  and  then  gave  it  up  upon  the  tlie  execu- 
tion of  a  bond  to  himself,  for  the  use  of  tliose  creditors,  it  was  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  Coart  of  the  United  Status  for  Wiscon- 
sin, to  entertain  a  suit  by  the  maralial,  suing  upon  the  bond  for  the 
New  Yoric  creditors,  against  the  claimants  in  Wisconsin,  although  both 
parties  resided  in  the  same  SUte.     Hajli.  Ilatchlruan,  685. 

14.  The  name  of  the  marshal  was  merely  formal ;   the  real  plaintiffs  were 

averred  to  be  citizens  of  New  York.     lb. 

16.  It  was  not  a  good  exception  upon  the  ground  of  variation  between  the 

evidence  and  declaration,  that  the  latter  stated  the  bond  to  have  been 
given  to  Hutchinson  us  marshal  of  the  DJatrict  of  Wisconsin,  and  the 
former  said  the  State  of  Wisconsin.  They  mean  the  same  thing.  lb. 
10.  Judgment  having  been  rendered  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  attachment,  by 
a  court  having  jurisdiction  over  the  subject,  it  was  too  late  to  object 
to  those  proceedings  in  a  suit  upon  the  bond,  in  which  they  were  col- 
latorully  introduced.     lb, 

17.  The  bond  given  to  Uie  raanbal  was  in  conformity  with  the  statute.    lb. 

18.  The  objections,  that  tliu  declaration  on  tlie  bond  did  not  show  the  juris- 

diction of   the  court  in  the   attachment  suit;   that  tlie   verdict  waa 
entered  for  the  amount  due  instead  of  the  penally  of  the  bond,  and 
that  the  recovery  was  for  a  sum  greater  than  was  claimed  by  the  ad 
itamnain  in  the  declaration,  were  not  sufficient  for  a  new  trial.    lb. 
PRACTICE. 

1.  An  appeal  will  not  lie  to  this  court  from  a  refusal  of  the  court  below  to 

open  a  prior  decree,  and  gmnt  a  rehearing.  'Die  ilecision  of  this  point 
rests  entirely  in  tlic  sound  discretion  of  the  court  below.  WglU  v. 
Care.  1. 

2.  The  case  of  Brocket!  V.  Brockett  (2  How.,  210),  explained,     /ft. 

8.  Two  appeals  having  been  taken,  one  from  thi;  original  decree,  and  the 
other  iroiii  the  refusal  to  ojicn  it,  the  latter  must  be  dismissed,  and  the 
case  stand  for  hearing  upon  the  first  appeal,     lb. 

4.  A  motion  for  a  mandate  upon  tlic  court  below,  to  carry  the  decree  into 

execution,  overruled.     Ih. 

5.  A  rule  will  be  refused  for  the  judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  District 

of  Columbia,  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamua  should  not  issue,  unless  a 
case  is  presented  which  prinid  farie  requires  the  interposition  of  tliis 
court.    Ex  parte  Tnglor,  3. 

6.  Such  a  case  is  not  presented  where  the  Circuit  Court  decided  that,  under 

an  act  of  Congress,  an  affidavit  was  sufficient  to  hold  a  party  to  special 
bail     That  court  had  the  power,  by  the  act,  to  exercise  its  judicial  dis- 

7.  This  act  of  Congress  regulated  the  subject,  and  not  the  statute  of  Mary- 

land, passed  in  1715,     lb. 

8.  Where  a  motion  was  made,  under  the  12th  section  of  the  Jndiciary  Act, 

to  remove  a  cause  from  a  State  Court  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  Stales,  notwithstanding  which  the  Slat<'  Court  retained  cogni- 
isnce  ol  the  cane,  ami  it  was  ultimately  brought  to  this  court  under  the 
26tb  aection  of  tlie  Judiciary  Act,  a  motion  to  ditmise  it  for  want  of 
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jurisdiction  cannot  be  Biutained.  The  quettion  will  remmin  to  be  dfr 
cided  upon  the  full  hearing  of  the  cue.  Kanoutt  v.  Uarlin,  23. 
fi.  Where  there  wu  a  blank  in  the  record  of  the  Circuit  Court,  in  the  tazoi- 
tion  of  the  coita  recovered  by  the  plaintiff,  aud  the  judgmeni  being 
affirmed  by  this  court,  a  mandate  with  the  tame  blank  went  down  to 
the  Circuit  Court;  and  a  motion  wae  there  made  to  open  tlie  original 
judgment  fur  the  purpose  of  taxing  the  costs,  which  motioa  was  refuted 
by  the  court,  such  refusal  cannot  be  reached  by  a  tuandamat  from  this 
court.    Ex  iHirte  Many,  24. 

10.  The  refusal  of  the  court  was  not  a  ministerial  act,  but  an  exercise  of  judi- 

cial discretion.  Tliis  court  could  issue  a  monifiiiiitu  for  the  Circuit 
Court  U)  proceed  to  judgment,  but  such  a  writ  would  not  be  appropriate 
to  the  present  case.     lb. 

11.  A  reai^ment  of  a  case  decided  by  this  court  will  not  be  granted,  unless 

a  member  of  tlie  court,  who  concurred  in  the  judgment,  desirvs  it;  and 
wlien  that  is  the  case,  it  will  be  ordered  without  waitiug  for  the  appli- 
cation of  counsel,     Brwm  r.  Aiyden,  26. 

12.  And  tills  is  so,  whether  the  decree  of  the  court  below  was  affirmed  by  an 

equally  divided  court  or  a  majority;  or  whether  the  case  is  one  at 
common  law  or  chancery,    tb. 

13.  The  rules  of  the  English  Court  of  Chancery  haTc  not  been  adopted  fay 

this  court,  Tliose  which  are  applicable  to  a  court  of  original  jurisdic- 
tion, are  uot  appropriate  to  an  appellate  court.     lb. 

14.  Upon  a  trial  in  New  York,  a  juror  became  ill,  and  was  discharged  before 

any  evidence  was  given,  and  before  tlic  plaintiHa'  counsfl  liad  concluded 
his  opening  address.  The  court  ordered  another  juror  to  be  swum,  and 
proceeded  with  the  trial.  The  defendant  lannot  object  (o  tliis.  It  is 
the  practice  in  New  York,  and  the  Circuit  Court  had  a  right  to  follow 
iL     SiVfiy  V.  fofrfp,  218. 

16.  The  court  having  erroneously  refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  offer  a 

paper  in  evidence,  ns  a  disclaimer  of  part  of  a  patent,  afterwards  re- 
fused to  allow  the  defendants  to  offer  the  some  paper  in  evidence  for 
the  purpose  of  prejudicing  the  plaintiff's  rights.  Tliis  last  refusal  was 
correct.  The  reason  given  was  erroneous;  but  this  is  not  a  sufflcjenl 
cause  for  reversing  the  judgment,  lb. 
18.  The  courts  of  the  United  States  have  not  the  power  to  order  a  nonsuit 
against  the  wishes  of  the  plaintiff,    lb. 

17.  Where  the  declaration,  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  contained  Ihc  folios 

ing  counts :  —  1.  On  a  promissory  note  ;  2.  Indtbitataa  asmnfin't  for  the 
hire  of  slaves  ;  3.  An  account  staled;  4.  Qnant-atn  vuUIkU  for  the  ser- 
vices of  slaves ;  f>.  Work  and  labor,  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and 
money  lent  and  advanced ;  0.  Money  had  and  received ;  7.  An  account 
stated :  8.  A  special  agreement  for  the  hire  of  slaves :  And  the  defend- 
ant pleaded,  —  1.  The  general  issue  ;  2.  Statute  of  limitations;  3. 1'ay. 
ment;  —  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  "the  defendant  upon  the 
issue  joined  as  to  the  within  note  of  four  hundred  and  flfty-six  dollars, 
and  the  within  account"  —  this  verdict,  although  informal,  was  soffl- 
clent  to  authorize  to  enter  a  general  judgment  for  the  defendant- 
Zhwaei/  r.  llicki.  240. 

18.  An  objection  cannot  be  made  in  this  court  to  a  release  under  which  k 

witness  was  sworn,  unless  the  objection  was  made  in  the  court  below, 
and  an  exception  taken.  Ih. 
10.  The  sixty-second  rule  of  this  court  (13  How.)  is  as  follows:  "In  cases 
where  a  writ  of  error  is  prosecuted  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  inferior  court  is  affirmed,  the  interest  shall  be  calculated 
and  levied  from  the  date  of  the  judgment  below,  until  the  same  is  paid, 
at  the  same  rale  that  similar  judgments  bear  interest,  in  the  courts  of 
the  State  where  such  judgment  is  rendered.  The  same  rule  shall  be 
applied  to  decrees  for  the  jMiymenl  of  nione^.  in  cases  in  Chancery, 
unless  otherwiiie  ordered  by  this  court.  This  rule  to  take  effect  oo  the 
first  day  of  December  term,  IB62.    Ptrimu  \.  Founaqtt,  828. 
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20.  Before  tliia  rule,  interest  wae  to  be  cslculatcd  at  ux  per  cent.,  from  Ihe 

ilite  of  the  judgment  in  the  Circuit  Court  to  the  dny  of  affirmance  here  ; 
and  the  fuiiflrniiLtion  of  the  report  of  tlic  clerk,  iti  the  case  of  Mitchell 
V.  JlaTmang  (13  How.,  141))  wa«  nniler  the  rules  then  existing.     lb. 

21.  So,  also,  where  n  caic  from  Miasiuippi  was  affirmed,  at  December  term, 

1861,  the  nianiUtc  fron)  tlii»  court  should  liare  been  construed  to  allow 
interest  at  six  per  ci-at,  from  the  date  of  the  decree  in  the  court  below, 
to  the  date  of  the  affirmniice  in  thiscourl.  Therefore,  it  was  erroneous 
either  to  allow  six  per  cent,  until  paid,  or  to  allow  the  current  rale  of 
interest  in  Mississippi,  in  addition  to  the  six  per  cent  allowed  by  this 
conrt     //'. 

22.  The  seTcral  rules  upan  this  subject  examined  and  explained.    lb. 

23.  A  statute  of  MissisKippi  cUrecta  that  where  the  defendant  cannot  be  found, 

a  writ  of  capiat  ad  teapondfiiilHiii  shall  be  served,  by  leaving  a  copy 
thereof  with  the  wife  of  the  ilefendant,  or  souie  free  white  person  above 
the  age  of  sixteen  years,  then  anil  there  being  one  of  the  family  of  the 
defendant,  and  found  at  his  usual  place  of  abode,  or  leaving  a  copy 
thereof  at  some  public  place,  at  the  dwelling-house  or  other  known  place 
of  residence  of  such  defendant,  he  being  from  homo,  and  no  such  free 
while  person  lieing  found  there  willing  to  receive  the  same.    JJurrii  v. 

24.  The  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  adopted  a  rule  that  the  capiat 

shnulil  he  served  personally,  or,  if  the  defendant  be  not  found,  by  leav- 
ing a  copy  thereof  at  his  or  her  residence,  or  usual  place  of  abode,  at 
least  twenty  days  before  Ihe  return  day  thereof,  lb. 
26.  Tlie  marshal  mailc  the  fnllowing  return  to  a  writ  of  capiat :  "  Executed 
on  the  defendant  llanlcman,  by  teavinfc  a  true  copy  at  his  resi- 
dence."   lb. 

26.  This  service  was  neither  in  conformity  with  the  statute  nor  the  mle.    Ih. 

27.  Therefore,  wlicn  the  court  gave  judgment,  by  default,  agunst  Hardeman, 

anil  an  execution  was  issued,  upon  wliieh  a  forthcoming  bond  was  given, 
and  another  execution  issued,  and  at  a  subsequent  day  the  court  iguashcd 
the  proceedings,  and  set  aside  the  Judgment  by  default,  this  order  was 
correct.    lb. 

28.  When  the  Judgment  by  default  was  given,  the  court  was  not  in  a  condi- 

tion to  exercise  jiirisdietion  over  the  defendant,  because  there  was  no 
regular  service  of  pmcessi  actual  or  constructive.    lb. 

29.  The  cases  upiin  this  point,  examined,     lb. 

80.  Moreover,  when  the  proi-cedings  were  quashed,  they  were  stilt  I'n  Jim, 
and  not  terminated  ;  and  any  irregularity  could  be  corrected,  on  mo- 
tion,    lb. 

31.  A  sale  of  land  by  a  marshal,  on  a  rrniiilinni  tTjinnni,  after  he  is  removed 

from  office,  and  a  new  marshal  appointed  and  qualified,  is  not  void. 
Dooliltif  V.  fi;yin,  mi. 

32.  Such  a  sale  beinft  returned  to  the  court,  and  confirmed  by  It  on  motion, 

and  a  deed  onlered  to  be  ma<Ie  to  the  purchaser  at  the  aale,  by  the  new 
marshal,  auch  sale,  lieing  made,  is  valid.    lb. 
PUBLIC  LANDS. 

See  Lamm,  I'lmLic. 
BAILROADS. 

1.  Where  a  suit  was  brouftht  against  a  railroad  company,  by  a  person  who 
was  injured  by  a  radlision,  it  was  correct  in  the  court  to  Instruct  the 
jury,  that  if  the  plaintilT  was  lawfully  on  the  road,  at  the  time  of  the 
collision,  and  the  collision  and  consequent  Injury  (o  him  were  caused 
■by  the  gross  negligence  of  one  of  the  servants  nf  the  defendants,  then 
and  there  employed  on  tlie  road,  he  was  cntlllcil  to  recover,  notwith- 
standing the  circumstances  that  the  plainlilT  wns  a  stockholder  in  tlic 
company,  ridinfc  by  invitation  of  (he  I'ri'aident,  paying  no  fare,  and  not 
in  the  usual  passenger  cars.  /'.  ](■  /{-  A'.  H.  (h.  v.  llrrbii,  4*18. 
3.  And  also,  that  the  facttliat  the  engineer  having  the  control  of  the  col- 
Udlug  locomoti*e,  was  forbidden  to  run  on  that  tracli  at  the  time,  and 


of  the  m 
RELEASES. 

I.  ReleaiicB  ffiven  bj  the  complain anu,  in  the  present  cage,  decided  to  cotct 
the  matters  in  controversy,  ami,  tliiTcforo.  Co  put  an  end  to  all  claim 
b?  them;  inHsmuch  ns  tlicrc  is  no  proof  iliat  they  were  obtained  by 
fraud  or  [ircumrcntion.     Perkint  v.  Foumiqiiel,  313. 
REPLEVIN. 

See  CoHUBHciAL  Law. 
SET-OFF. 

See  EvmKKCE. 
SLAVES.  FUGITIVE. 

Sec  Constitutional  Law. 
STATUTE   OF  FRAUDS. 

See  PRAir»». 
SURETIES  UTON  EXECUTORS'  BONDS. 

See  Will*. 
TEXAS. 

1.  The  case  of  Leagae  v.  Dt  Young  and  Broim,  (11  How.,  IS6,)  cotuideicd 

and  HKSin  established,  TO. 

2.  The  SlAte  of  Texaa  was  admitted  into  the  Union  on  the  20th  nf  I'kvem- 

ber,  1846,  (S  SMt.  at  Large,  108,)  and  from  that  day  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  were  eirtended  Otcf  it.      Caltin  ^  Co.  r.  Corke.  Til. 

3.  Consequently,  on  the  30th  of  January,  1840,  the  revenue  laws  of  Texa* 

were  not  in  force  there,  and  floods  eeiicd  for  a  non-compliance  with 
those  laws,  were  ill(').'nlty  seized.    lb. 

4.  In  Texas,  the   tecbnii^nl   form   of  pleadinf;,  fixed  by  the  common  law, 

are  diepcnaed  willi,  but  the  princSptes  which  regulate  the  merits  of 
a  trial  by  ejectment,  and  (he  substance  of  a  plea  of  title  to  such  an 
action,  are  preserved.  CAn'Wv  t.  Scon,  282. 
6.  Therefore,  where  the  plaintiff  nied  a  petition  allegin);  that  he  was  seised 
In  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  land  from  which  the  defendant  had  ejected 
him,  and  Che  defendant  pleaded,  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  any  paper 
Utle,  It  WAS  under  a  certain  gi^aX  which  was  not  ralid,  this  pica  waa 
bad.     lb. 

6.  So  also  was  a  plea  denying  the  rtf-bt  of  the  plnintilT  to  receive  his  title, 

because  he  was  not  then  a  citizen  of  Texas,  These  pleas  would  have 
been  appropriate  objections  to  the  plnintilT's  title  when  produced  upon 
the  trial,     lb. 

7.  So  also  where,  under  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  defendant 

claimed  certain  lands  by  metes  and  bnundi,  and  disclaimed  all  not 
inclucled  within  them.  There  is  nothing  to  show  tliat  the  land  io 
included,  was  part  of  Che  land  claimed  by  the  plaintiR.    lb. 

8.  So  also  where  tlio  plea  was  in  stibstsnce  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  good 

title  against  Texas,  no  title  in  the  defendant  being  shown.    For  tlie 
action  may  have  been  maintainable,  although  the  true  title  was  not  in 
the  plaintiff.     lU. 
B.  Where  a  title  to  land  in  the  State  of  Coahuita  and  Texas,  was  obtained 
In  I6.T3,  by  a  mniher  for.  and  in  the  name  of  her  daughter,  and,  in  183fl, 
the  father  of  the  dauffhter  conveyed  it  away  by  a  deed  executed  in 
Louisiana,  this  deed  was  properly  set  aside  by  the  District  Court  of 
Texas.     Hogt  v.  Ilaiamrkia.  346. 
10.  It  was  not  executed  either  according  to  the  laws  of  Louiilana,  or  thOM 
of  Coahuila  and  Texas.     Ih. 
VEKDITIONI   EXPONAa 

See  EXBCDMON. 
VERDICT. 
1.  A  verdict  on  an  iaine  to  try  whether  a  sale  was  frandolent  finding  the 
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larne  to  be  fntaduteat,  will  not  be  s«t  uide  on  a  certificate  or  affidavit 
of  some  of  the  Jurors,  afterwards  m&iic,  as  to  what  thcj  meant.  Dini 
V.  Tuatk,  a98, 

i.  A  Chancellor  does  not  need  a  verdict  t^i  inform  his  conscience,  when  the 
answer  dunieB  fraud  in  the  abstract,  whilst  it  a<lniits  all  the  facta  and 
circumstanccB  necessary  to  constitute  iE,  in  the  concrete.    lb. 
WILLS. 

1.  James  Boslef,  in  Ills  will,  after  sundiy  specific  devises  and  bequests, 
devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  lanifg  and  oilier  real  estate  in  Baltimore. 
Cecil,  and  Alleghaii]'  counties,  in  Maryland,  and  also  in  Florida,  and  his 
honee  and  lot  in  Santa  Croiit,  anil  all  the  real  estate  he  mijjht  have 
elsewhere,  to  his  wife  Klizabcth,  her  heirs  and  assifcns,  in  trust,  to  sell 
the  same  and  divide  tlic  net  proceeds  thereof,  with  alL  tlie  residue  of 
his  estate,  equally  between  herself  and  the  children  of  his  brother. 
BosUs  V.  Botleg.  300. 

8.  After  making  his  will,  he  sold  all  of  the  lands  particularly  mentioned  in 
the  residuary  clause  of  the  will  above  stated,  except  some  lands  Ijring 
in  Baltimore  county.  At  the  Umu  of  maJcing  the  codicil  hereafter 
mentioned,  lie  held  some  of  the  proceeds  of  these  sales  in  bonds  and 
other  securities,  and  with  the  residue  had  purcliased  other  property. 

8.  He  afterwards  made  a  codicil,  by  which  he  devised  his  summer  residence, 
in  Baltimore  county,  to  his  wife,  and  also  the  secnrities  he  held  for  the 
lands  sold  in  Cecil  county,  and  directed  all  the  property  he  had 
acquired  after  the  date  of  his  will  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  to  be 
equally  divide<l  between  his  wife  and  her  sister  Margaret.  Then  fol- 
lowed a  residuary  clause,  in  the  following  wonts:  " Lastly,  my  pew  in 
St.  I'aul's  Church,  and  all  my  other  property,  real  or  personal,  and  all 
money  in  bank  belonging  to  me  at  tlie  time  of  my  decease,  I  give, 
devise,  and  bequeathe  unto  my  said  wife  Elizabeth  and  her  heirs,  for- 
ever ;  and  I  ratify  and  conflrm  my  said  last  wili  in  everything,  except 
where  the  same  is  het«by  revoked  and  altered,  as  aforesaid."     lb. 

4.  The  residuary  clause  in  this  codicil  is  inconsistent  with  that  in  the  will, 
and  consequently  revokes  it.  But  the  devise  of  the  property  specifl- 
cally  mentioned  in  the  will,  is  not  revoked  by  the  claase  in  the  codicil. 
lb. 

6.  After  the  execution  of  the  codicil,  the  testator  agreed  to  lease  some 
land  for  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  renewable  forever,  a  ground 
rent  being  reserveil  upon  the  same.  The  lessee  was  to  pay  cash  for  a 
part,  and  the  residue,  of  the  purcliaac-money  was  to  remain  on  interest, 
as  ground  rent,  which  the  lessee  could  extinguish  at  any  time  by  the 
payment  of  the  principal  sum.     lb. 

6.  This  property  was  a  part  of  that  which  was  specifically  mentioned  in  the 

will,  and  not  revoked  by  the  clause  in  the  codicil.     //>. 

7.  But  the  conduct  of  the  testator,  in  making  this  agreement,  so  altered  the 

condition  of  the  property,  that  it  amounted  to  a  revocation  of  the 
devise,  and  manifests  an  intention,  on  his  part,  when  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  other  circumstances  of  the  case,  to  give  it  to  bis  wife  under 
the  residuary  clause  in  the  codicil.     Fh. 

8.  Ocnet^l  Kosciusko  made  four  wills.    One  in  the  United  Stales,  in  17S8 ; 

another  in  Paris,  in  1B06;  the  third  and  fourth  were  made  at  Solcure,  in 
Switzerland,  whilst  he  was  sojourning  there  in  1B16  and  1817.    Ennit 
».  Smilh,  400. 
til   The  first  and  second  wills  were  revoked  by  the  lliird,  and  he  died  intca- 

tate  as  to  his  estate  in  the  United  Stales,  lb. 
10.  But  the  first  will,  before  it  was  known  that  he  had  made  the  others,  was 
probated  by  Mr.  Jefferson,  in  Virginia,  and  when  Mr.  ielTerson  learned 
that  the  Qenerai  had  made  other  wills,  he  transferred  (he  fund  to  the 
Orphans'  Court  of  the  District  of  Colombia.  The  Orphans"  Court 
managed  the  fund  for  some  time,  and  then  Benjamin  L.  IiCar  was 
^ipcdnled  the  adminbtrator  of  Kosciusko,  with  the  will  annexed.    He 
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died  leaving  a  will,  and  George  Bomford,  one  of  hii  e 
ford  quBliStd  as  suuli,  and  afterirarda  became  tlie  adminiBirator  of 
Kosciusko  de  txin/i  non.  lie  took  inbi  hi*  poweuion,  ae  executor,  tlio 
eitate  of  Lear,  and  hUo  the  funds  of  Kosciusko,  which  had  been  Hdmin- 
istcred  by  Lear,  and  first  made  his  return  to  the  Orphans'  Court  of  tlie 
administered  funds  of  Kosciusko,  as  eneculor  of  Lear.  Aricnrardt 
they  iverc  returned  by  liim  to  the  Orph.iiis'  Court,  m  administrator  dt 
boaii  non  of  Kosciusko.  'Die  Orjihans'  Court,  deeming  that  bis  suns 
ties,  ■«  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  Kosciusko,  were  iniuffldent,  or  that 
they  were  not  liable  for  any  waste  of  them,  on  account  of  the  fundi 
having  l)een  received  by  him  aa  executor  of  J^var,  and  not  as  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non,  called  upon  liim  for  other  sureties,  under  tlie  aet  of 
Congress  of  the  20th  Februsj-y,  1846.  He  complied  with  the  call,  and 
gave  as  sureties,  Slott,  Carrico,  and  George  C.  Bomfonl,  and  Gideon, 
Ward,  and  Smith,     lb. 

11.  The  original  lionds  of  Boraford  were  given  to  the  Orphans'  Court,  under 

the  law  of  Maryland,  wliich  prevailed  witliout  alteration  in  that  part  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  whieh  had  been  ceded  by  Maryland,  until 
Congress  passed  the  act  of  the  20tii  February,  1846.  1'he  defendant*, 
Stott,  Carrico,  and  George  C.  Bomfonl,  and  Smith,  Ward,  and  Gideon, 
became  the  sureties  of  Bomford,  as  administrator  de  botiii  non  of  Koaci- 
nsko,  under  the  act  of  the  20th  February,  lS4e.     lb. 

12.  In  the  St«te  of  Harytand,  if  an  executor  or  administrator  changet  anj 

part  of  an  estate  from  what  it  was  into  lometbing  else,  it  is  aaid  to  be 
administered.  If  an  administrator  de  bonii  mm  possesses  himself  of 
sueh  changed  estate,  of  whatever  kind  it  may  be,  and  charges  himself 
with  it  aa  aascts,  hia  sureties  to  liis  original  bond,  as  administrator  dt 
bonii  non,  Ore  not  liable  for  his  waste  of  them.  They  are  only  liable  for 
such  assets  of  the  deceased  as  remain  in  specie,  unad ministered  by  his 
predecessor  in  the  Rdministratinn.  Sueh  is  the  law  of  Maryland, 
applicable  to  the  sureties  of  Bomford,  in  the  boud  given  when  he  waa 
appointed  administrator  de  bonit  nan  of  Kosciusko.    lb. 

18.  But  when  other  sureties  arc  called  for  by  the  Orphans'  Court,  under  the 
third  section  of  the  act  of  February  20,  1846,  and  arc  given,  they  do 
not  bear  the  same  relation  to  the  administrator  tliat  his  origimil  sure- 
ties did,  and  they  will  be  bound  for  the  waste  of  their  principal  to  the 
amount  of  the  estate  or  funds,  which  he  has  charged  himself  by  hi* 
return  to  the  Orphans'  Court,  as  administrator  de  bmii  nan,  when  it 
called  for  additional  sureties,  and  for  such  as  the  administrator  may 
afterwards  receive.     III. 

14.  The  bonds  taken  by  the  Orphans'  Court  in  this  case  were  properly  taken, 
under  the  act  of  the  20tli  February,  1846.     lb. 

16.  General  Kosciusko's  Olographic  wilt,  of  1816,  contains  a  revoking  claiue 
of  all  other  wills  previously  made  by  him,  and  not  having  disposed  of 
his  American  funds  in  that  will,  nor  in  Uie  will  of  1817,  lie  died  intes- 
tate aa  to  such  funds.  The  second  article  in  the  will  of  1817,  "Je 
li^gue  tous  mcs  effels,  ma  voiture,  et  mon  cheval  y  comprise  k  Madame 
et  )i  Monsieur  Zavicr  Zeltncr,  lea  Iiomme  ce  dessus,"  record  lOG,  is  not 
a  residuary  bequest  to  them  of  the  rest  of  the  estate,  not  speciflcatly 
disposed  of  in  the  wills  of  1816  and  1817.     lb. 

16,  General  Kosciusko  was  sojourning  in  Switzerland  when  he  died,  but  waa 
domiciled  in  France,  and  had  been  for  fifteen  years,     lb, 

VJ.  His  declarations  are  to  lie  received  as  proof  that  his  domicil  waa  in 
France.  Such  declarations  have  always  been  received,  in  questions  of 
domicil,  in  the  courts  of  France,  in  those  of  England,  and  in  the  eouitt 
of  the  United  Sutes.     fb. 

18.  The  presumption  of  law  is,  that  the  domicil  of  origin  is  retained,  until 
residence  elsewhere  has  been  shown  by  him  who  alleges  a  change  of  it. 
But  residence  elsewhere  repels  the  presumption,  and  casts  upon  him 
who  denies  it  to  be  a  domieil  of  choice,  the  burden  of  disproving  it 
"Bio  place  of  residence  must  be  taken  to  l>e  a  domicil  of  choice,  uiSeM 
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it  U  proTed  that  it  wu  not  meant  to  be  a  principal  and  permanent  reBi- 
dence.  Contingent  eventa,  political  or  otherwiie,  are  not  sdmiwible 
proofs  to  ahow,  where  one  removes  from  tiii  domicil  of  origin  for  a 
residence  elsewhere,  that  the  latter  vai  not  meant  to  be  a  principal  and 
permanent  residence.  But  il  one  is  exiled  hy  authority  from  his  domi- 
cil  of  origin,  it  is  never  presumed  that  he  has  abandoned  all  hope  of  re- 
turning baek.  The  nbandonmenl,  however,  may  be  shown  by  proof. 
Oeneral  Koaciuslco  was  not  exiled  by  authority.  He  left  Poland  volun- 
tarily, to  obtain  a  civil  Htatua  in  France,  which  he  conscientiouslj 
thought  he  could  not  enjoy  in  Poland,  whilst  it  continued  under  a 
foreign  dominion.     lb. 

19.  Personal  property,  wherever  it  may  be,  is  to  be  disturbed  in  case  of 

intestacy,  according  to  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  intestate.  This 
rule  may  be  said  to  be  a  part  of  the  jiu  geTtliun.     lb. 

20.  What  that  law  is  when  a  foreipi  law  applies,  must  be  shown  by  proof  of 

it,  and  in  the  cose  of  written  taw,  It  will  be  sufficient  to  offer,  as  eri- 
dence,  the  official  publication  of  the  law,  certified  aatisfactorily  to  be 
such.  Unwritten  foreign  laws  muit  be  proved  by  experts.  ITiere  is 
no  general  rule  for  authenticating  foreign  laws  in  the  courts  of  other 
countries,  except  this,  that  no  proof  shall  be  received,  "  which  presup- 
poses better  testimony  behind,  and  attainable  by  the  party."  They 
may  be  verified  by  an  oath,  or  by  an  exemplification  of  a  copy  under 
the  great  seal  of  the  State  or  nation  whose  law  it  may  be,  or  by  a  copy 
proved  to  be  a  true  copy  by  a  witness  who  has  examined  and  compared 
It  with  the  original,  or  by  the  certiBcate  of  an  officer  authoriied  to  give 
the  law,  which  certificate  must  be  duly  proved.  Such  modes  of  proof 
arc  not  exclusive  of  others,  especially  of  codes  and  accepted  histories 
of  the  law  of  a  country.  See  also  the  cases  of  Church  t.  HiMart,  in  S 
Cranch,  ISl,  and  Talbot  v.  Seeman,  in  1  Cranch,  7.  In  this  case,  the 
Code  Civil  of  France,  with  this  indorsement,  "  Les  Garde  des  Sceaux 
de  France  a  la  Cour  Supreme  des  Etats  Unis,"  was  offered  as  evidence 
to  prove  that  thelaw  of  France  was  for  the  distribution  of  the  funds 
in  controversy.  This  court  ruled  that  such  indorsement  was  a  suffi- 
cient authentication  to  make  the  code  evidence  in  this  cose,  and  in  any 
aiber  case  in  which  it  may  be  offered.  By  that  code,  the  complainanti 
named  in  this  suit  as  the  collateral  relations  of  General  Kosciusko,  are 
entitled  to  receive  the  funds  in  controversy,  in  such  proportions  as  are 
stated  in  the  mandate  of  this  court  to  the  court  below,     lb. 

21.  The  documentary  proofs  in  this   cause,  from  the  Orphans'  Court,  of  the 

genealogy  of  the  Kosciusko  family,  and  of  the  collateral  relationship  of 
the  persons  entitled  to  a  decree,  and  also  of  the  wills  of  Kosciusko,  are 
properly  in  evidence  in  this  suit.      lb. 

22.  The  record  from  Orodno  is  judicial ;    not  a  judgment  inter  parta,  but  a 

foreign  judgment  in  rem,  which  is  evidence  of  the  facts  adjudicated 
against  all  the  world,  lb. 
S8.  A  will  executed  in  ITTT,  which  devised  certain  lands  in  Maine  to  trustees 
and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  Richard  (the  son  of  the  testator)  for  life, 
remainder  for  his  life,  iu  case  of  forfeiture,  to  the  trustees,  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders;  remainder  to  the  sons  of  Richard,  If  any,  as 
tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders;  remainder  to  Rich- 
ard's daughter,  Elizabeth,  for  life;  remainder  to  trustees,  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders  during  her  life;  remainder  to  the  sons  of  Eliza- 
beth in  tall,  —  did  not  vest  the  legal  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the  trustees. 
The  life  estate  of  Richard,  and  the  contingent  remainder*  limited 
thereon,  were  legal  estates.      Wcbiltr  v.  Cvoptr,  488. 

24.  No  duties  were  imposed  on  the  trustees  which  could  prevent  the  legal 

estate  in  these  lands  from  vesting  in  the  cfituii  que  uh;  and  although 
such  duties  might  have  been  required  of  them  relating  to  other  lands 
in  the  devise,  yet  this  cireumstance  would  not  control  the  construction 
of  the  devise  as  to  these  lands,     lb, 

25.  Tbc  devise  to  Elisabeth  for  life,  remainder  to  her  sons,  as  tenanta  in 
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c<Hamon,  share  uid  (hue  alike,  and  to  Ibe  hran  of  tbea  bodiet,  did 
not  give  an  ertate  tall  to  Elizabeth,  under  the  rule  in  Stellf't  caie. 
But  upon  her  death,  her  son  (the  party  to  the  suit)  took,  aa  a  pur- 
chaser, an  estate  tail  in  one  moiety  of  the  land,  ai  a  tenant  in  common 
«ith  Ilia  brother.    lb. 

26.  One  of  the  conditions  of  the  devise  was,  that  this  party,  as  loon  as  he 

should  come  inio  possession  uf  the  lands,  should  tiike  tlie  name  of  the 
testator.  But  as  lie  liad  not  ;et  come  into  possession,  and  it  was  a  con- 
dition subsequent,  of  which  only  the  person  to  nhom  tlie  lands  were 
devised  over,  could  take  advantage,  a  noD-uompiinnco  with  it  was  no 
defence,  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  possession  of  llie  land.    Ih. 

27.  The  son,  taking  an  estate  toil  at  the  death  of  EliialK-tli,  in  184(i,  could 

maiotain  a  writ  of  entry,  and  until  that  time  hail  no  right  of  possession. 
Consequently,  the  adverse  possession  of  the  occupant  only  began  then. 

28.  In  1S46,  the  Legislature  of  Maine  passed  an  act  declaring  that  no  real  or 

miied  action  should  be  commenced  or  maintained  agsinst  any  penon 
Id  possession  of  lands,  where  such  person  had  l)cen  in  actual  possession 
for  more  than  forty  years,  claiming;  to  hold  the  same  in  )iis  own  rixht, 
and  which  possession  should  liave  lieen  adverse,  open,  peaceable,  noto- 
rious, and  exclusive.  This  act  was  passed  two  years  after  the  suit  was 
commenced.     lb. 

29.  The  effect  of  this  act  was  to  make  the  seisin  of  the  occupant  daring  the 

lifetime  of  Blitabeth,  adverse  against  ber  son,  wben  be  bad  no  tight  of 
possession.  lb. 
SO.  This  act,  which  thus  purported  to  take  away  property  from  one  man  and 
vest  it  in  another,  was  contrary  to  the  cnnslitution  of  the  State  of 
Maine,  as  expounded  by  tlie  higlicat  cnurts  of  law  in  that  State.  And 
as  this  court  looks  to  the  ilecisione  of  ihe  courts  of  a  State  to  explain 
its  statutes,  there  is  no  reason  why  it  should  Dot  also  look  to  tbem  to 
expound  its  constitutioD.     lb. 
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died  leaving  a  will,  and  George  Bomford,  one  of  hii  execaton.  Bom- 
ford  qualiQcd  as  buuIi,  nnd  afterwards  became  tlie  adiuiniBtrator  of 
Kosciusko  de  bonia  lum.  lie  took  into  hia  poucuion,  aa  executor,  the 
estate  of  Lear,  and  also  the  fande  of  KoBciusko,  which  had  bc«n  admin- 
ist^rcd  b;  Lear,  and  firet  made  liis  return  to  the  Orphans'  Court  of  the 
administered  funds  of  Kosciusko,  as  executor  of  Lear.  Aftcmards 
they  were  returned  by  liitu  to  tlie  Orphntis'  Court,  as  administrator  de 
bonis  nan  of  Kosciusko,  The  Orphans'  Court,  deeming  that  liis  sure- 
ties, as  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  Kosciusko,  were  insufficient,  or  that 
they  were  not  liable  for  any  waste  of  them,  on  account  of  the  funds 
having  been  received  by  him  as  executor  of  Lear,  and  not  as  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non,  called  upon  him  for  other  suretiea,  under  tlie  act  of 
Congress  of  the  20th  February,  1846.  He  complied  with  the  call,  and 
gave  as  sureties,  Stott,  Carrieo,  and  George  C.  Bomford,  and  Gideon, 
Ward,  and  Smith,     lb. 

11.  The  original  bonds  of  Bomford  were  given  to  the  Orphans'  Court,  under 

the  law  of  Maryland,  wliicli  prevailed  witiiout  alteration  in  that  part  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  which  had  been  ceded  by  Maryland,  until 
Congress  passed  the  act  of  the  20Hi  February,  1846.  The  defendants, 
Stott,  Carrieo,  and  George  C.  Bomford,  and  Smith,  Wati],  and  Gideon, 
became  the  sureties  of  Bomford,  as  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  Kosci- 
usko, under  the  act  of  the  20ih  Febniaiy,  1846.     lb. 

12.  In  the  State  of  Maryland,  if  an  executor  or  administrator  changes  any 

part  of  an  estate  from  what  it  was  into  something  else,  it  is  said  to  he 
administered.  If  an  adminiBlralor  de  bonis  nun  possesses  himself  of 
such  changed  estate,  of  whatever  kind  it  may  be,  and  charges  himself 
with  it  as  assets,  his  sureties  to  his  original  bond,  as  administrator  de 
bonis  non,  are  not  liable  for  his  waste  of  them.  Tliey  are  only  liable  for 
such  assets  of  the  dceeased  as  remain  in  specie,  unadminislcred  by  his 
predecessor  in  the  administration.  Such  is  the  law  of  Maryland, 
applicable  to  the  sureties  of  Bomford,  in  the  bond  given  when  he  wtta 
appointed  administrator  de  lioais  nm  of  Kosciusko,    lb. 

13.  But  when  other  sureties  are  called  for  by  the  Orphans'  Court,  under  the 

third  section  of  the  act  of  February  20,  1846,  and  are  given,  they  do 
not  bear  the  same  relation  to  the  administrator  that  his  original  sure- 
ties did,  and  they  will  be  bound  for  the  waste  of  their  principal  to  tbe 
amount  of  the  estate  or  funds,  which  he  has  charged  himself  by  his 
return  to  the  Orphans'  Court,  as  administrator  de  bonis  non,  when  it 
called  for  additional  sureties,  and  for  such  as  the  administrator  may 
afterwards  receive,     lb. 

14.  The  bonds  taken  by  the  Orphans'  Court  in  this  case  were  properly  taken, 

under  (be  act  of  the  20th  February,  1848.  lb. 
16.  General  Kosciusko's  Olographic  will,  of  161S,  contains  a  revoking  clause 
of  all  other  wills  previously  made  b;  him,  and  not  having  disposed  of 
his  American  funds  in  that  will,  nor  in  the  will  of  1817,  he  died  intes- 
Ute  as  to  such  funds.  The  second  article  in  tlie  will  of  1817,  "Je 
l^gue  tous  mcs  effcts,  ma  voiture,  et  mon  chevat  y  comprise  k  Madame 
et  ^  Monsieur  Zavier  Zeltner,  les  hommc  ce  dessus."  record  106,  Is  not 
a  residuary  bequest  to  them  of  the  rest  of  tbe  estate,  not  specifically 
disposed  of  in  the  wills  of  1810  and  181T.    lb. 

16.  General  Kosciusko  was  sojourning  in  Switzerland  when  he  died,  but  was 

domiciled  in  France,  and  had  been  for  fifteen  years.    lb. 

17.  His  declarations  are  to  be  received  as  proof  that  his  domicil  was  in 

France.  Such  declarations  have  always  been  received,  in  questions  of 
domicil,  in  the  courts  of  France,  in  those  of  England,  and  in  the  court* 
of  the  United  States,     lb. 

18.  The  presumption  of  law  is,  that  the  domicil  of  origin  is  retained,  until 

residence  elsewhere  has  been  shown  by  him  who  alleges  a  change  of  it. 
But  residence  elsewhere  repels  the  presumption,  and  casts  upon  him 
who  denies  it  to  be  a  domicil  of  choice,  tbe  burden  of  disproving  it 
Hw  place  of  residence  must  be  taken  to  be  a  domicil  of  choice,  nnlrw 
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it  is  proved  tlut  It  war  not  meant  to  be  a  principal  and  pennanent  reii- 
dence.  Contingent  eventa,  political  or  otherwise,  are  not  admiuibic 
proofs  to  show,  where  one  removes  from  liig  domicil  of  urigin  for  a 
residence  elsewhere,  that  the  latter  was  not  meant  to  be  a  principal  and 
permauent  residence.  But  if  one  ia  eiiled  by  authority  from  hii  domi- 
cil of  orif(in,  it  is  never  presumed  that  he  has  abandoned  all  hope  of  re- 
taming  back.  The  abandonment,  however,  may  be  shown  by  proof. 
General  Kosciusko  was  not  exiled  by  authority.  He  left  Poland  volun- 
tarily, to  obtain  a  civil  status  in  France,  which  he  conscientiously 
thought  he  could  not  enjoy  in  Poland,  whilst  it  continued  under  a 
foreign  dominion.     lb, 

19.  Personat  property,  wherever  it  may  be,  is  to  lie  disturbed  In  case  of 

intestacy,  according  to  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  intestate.  This 
rale  may  be  said  to  be  a  part  of  the  jus  gmtiam.     lb. 

20.  Wliat  that  law  ia  when  a  foreign  taw  applies,  must  be  shown  by  proof  of 

it,  and  in  the  case  of  written  law,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  offer,  as  evi- 
dence, the  official  pDl>iication  of  the  law,  certified  satisfactoriiy  to  be 
such.  Unwritten  foreign  laws  must  be  proved  by  experts,  lliere  is 
no  general  rule  for  authenticating  foreign  laws  in  the  courts  of  other 
countries,  except  this,  that  no  proof  shall  be  received,  "  wMch  presup- 
poses belter  testimony  behind,  and  attainable  by  the  party."  They 
may  be  verified  by  an  oath,  or  by  an  exemplifloation  of  a  copy  under 
the  great  seal  of  the  Stale  or  nation  whose  taw  it  may  be,  or  by  a  copy 
proved  to  be  a  true  copy  by  a  witness  who  has  examined  and  compared 
it  with  the  original,  or  by  the  certillcate  of  an  officer  authoriised  to  give 
the  law,  which  certificate  must  be  duly  proved.  Such  modes  of  proof 
are  not  exclusive  of  others,  especially  of  codes  and  accepted  histories 
of  the  law  of  a  country.  See  also  the  cases  of  Church  v.  Hithbart,  in  2 
Cranch,  161,  and  Tidbot  v.  Seeman,  in  1  Cranch,  7.  In  this  case,  the 
Code  Civil  of  France,  with  this  indorsement,  "  Les  Oarde  des  Sceaux 
de  France  a  la  Cour  Supreme  des  Etats  Unis,"  was  offered  as  evidence 
to  prove  that  thelaw  of  France  was  for  the  distribution  of  the  funds 
in  controversy.  This  court  ruled  that  such  indorsement  was  a  suffi- 
cient authentication  to  make  the  code  evidence  in  this  case,  and  in  any 
other  case  in  which  it  may  be  offered.  By  that  code,  the  complainants 
named  in  this  suit  as  the  collateral  relations  of  General  Kosciusko,  are 
entitled  to  receive  the  funds  in  controversy,  in  such  proportions  as  are 
stated  in  the  mandate  of  this  court  to  the  court  below.    lb. 

SI.  The  documentary  proofs  in  this  cause,  from  the  Orphans'  Court,  of  the 
genealogy  of  the  Kosciusko  family,  and  of  the  collateral  relationship  of 
Uie  persona  entitled  to  a  decree,  and  also  of  the  wills  of  Kosciuslto,  are 
properly  in  evidence  in  this  suit.      lb. 

22,  The  record  from  Grodno  is  judicial ;  not  a  judgment  inltr  pariti,  but  a 
foreign  judgment  in  rem,  which  is  evidence  of  the  facts  adjudicated 
against  all  the  world,     lb. 

S3.  A  will  executed  in  1T7T,  which  devised  certain  lands  in  Maine  to  trtutees 
and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  Richard  (the  son  of  the  testator)  for  life, 
remainder  for  liia  life,  in  case  of  forfeiture,  to  the  trustees,  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders;  remainder  to  the  sons  of  Richard,  if  any,  as 
tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders ;  remainder  to  Rich- 
ard's daughter,  Elizabeth,  for  life;  remainder  to  trustees,  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders  during  her  life ;  remainder  to  the  sons  of  Eliza- 
beth in  tail,  —  did  not  vest  the  legal  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the  trustees. 
The  life  eatate  of  Richard,  and  the  contingent  remainders  limited 
thereon,  were  legal  eatates.      Webtler  v.  Cooper,  4S8. 

24.  No  duties  were  imposed  on  the  trustees  which  could  prevent  the  legal 

estate  in  theae  lands  from  vcaling  in  the  cesluis  que  uie;  and  although 
such  duties  might  have  been  required  of  them  relating  to  other  lands 
in  the  devise,  yet  this  circumstance  would  not  control  the  c< 
of  the  deviae  na  to  these  lands,     lb. 

25.  The  devise  to  Elizabeth  for  life,  remainder  to  her  aons,  as 
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common,  shire  and  ihare  alike,  and  to  the  heirs  of  Uieir  bodlei,  did 
not  giro  an  ettate  tail  to  Elizabeth,  under  the  rule  in  SkeUg"!  cow. 
But  upon  lier  death,  her  ion  (the  party  to  the  luit)  took,  aa  a  pur- 
chaser, an  eitate  tail  in  one  moiety  of  the  land,  as  a  tenant  in  common 
with  his  brother,  lb. 
S6.  One  of  the  conditioni  of  the  devise  wai,  that  this  party,  aa  soon  aa  he 
should  come  into  possession  of  the  Isniis,  should  tnke  tiie  name  of  the 
testator.  But  oh  he  had  not  yet  come  into  possession,  and  it  was  a  con- 
dition subsequent,  of  which  only  t)ic  pL-reon  tu  whom  the  lands  were 
devised  over,  could  take  advantage,  a  non-com ]>lian<«  with  it  was  no 
defence,  in  Ul  action  brought  to  recover  possossion  of  the  land.     /A. 

27.  The  son,  taking  an  estate  tail  at  the  death  of  Elizabeth,  in  1846,  could 

maintain  a  writ  of  entry,  and  until  that  time  had  no  right  uf  possession. 
Consequently,  the  advene  possession  of  the  occapant  only  began  then. 
lb. 

28.  In  1848,  the  Legislatnre  of  Maine  passed  an  act  declaring  that  no  real  or 

mixed  action  should  be  commenced  or  maintained  against  any  peraon 
in  posaeaaion  of  lands,  where  such  person  hnd  been  in  actuni  poaaesaion 
for  more  than  forty  years,  claiming  to  hold  the  taino  in  his  own  right, 
and  which  possession  should  have  b<¥n  adverse,  open,  peaceable,  noto- 
s,  and  ezclosive.  This  act  was  passed  two  yeara  after  the  suit  was 
■      lb. 


lb. 

30.  This  act,  which  thus  purported  to  tske  away  property  from  one  man  and 
vest  it  in  another,  was  contrary  to  the  constitution  of  the  State  of 
Maine,  as  expounded  by  llie  highest  rourls  of  law  in  that  State-  And 
aa  this  court  looks  to  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  a  State  to  explun 
its  statutes,  there  is  no  reason  why  it  should  not  also  look  to  tbem  to 
expound  its  constitution.     It. 
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